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501. By Mr. BAKEWELL: Petition of sundry citizens of
New Haven, West Haven, Winsted, Derby, Meriden, and An-
sonia, all in the State of Connecticut, remonstrating against
the passage of the Black-Connery bill to prevent interstate
commerce in certain commodities and articles produced or
manufactured in industrial activities in which persons are
employed more than 5 days per week or 6 hours per day; to

the Committee on Labor.

: 502. By Mr. CONDON: Petition of Providence Local No.
46, National Association of Special Delivery Messengers, re-
questing that the special-delivery messengers of the Postal
Service be placed under a special classified service of the
Postal Service with proper compensation and benefifs such
as do accrue to all Civil Service employees; to the Committee
on the Civil Service.

503. By Mr. EDMONDS: Petition of Rittenhouse Astro-
nomical Society, of Philadelphia, Pa., asking that the func-
tions of the United States Naval Observatory be nof cur-
tailed through reduction in appropriations; to the Com-
mittee on Naval Affairs.

504. By Mr. GIBSON: Petition of Barre Post, No. 10,
American Legion, opposing removal of regional office at
Burlington, Vi.; to the Committee on World War Veterans'
Legislation.

505. By Mr. GILCHRIST: Petition of the Woman's Mis-
sionary Society (M.E.) of Webster City, Iowa, signed by 15
members; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-~
merce.

506. By Mr. KENNEY: Petition in the nature of a resolu-
tion of the Parent-Teacher Association of Teaneck High
School, Teaneck, N.J., that the laws governing the Recon-
struction Finance Corporation be changed so as to permit
loans to boards of education for use in the construction and
equipping of additions to schools and new schoels where
such construction has been authorized by the taxpayers; to
the Commitiee on Banking and Currency.

507. By Mr. LINDSAY: Petition of the Great Lakes
Dredge & Dock Co., New York City, opposing the passage of
House bill 3348; to the Committee on Merchant Marine,
Radio, and Fisheries.

508. Also, petition of New York Typographical Union,
No. 6, New York City, through James J. Bambrick, organizer,
representing 32,000 union printers of Greater New York, fa-
voring the Black bill, but it must include newspaper and
magazine printers; to the Committee on Labor.

509. By Mr. LUNDEEN: Petition of the House of Repre-
sentatives of the Legislature of the State of Minnesota,
urging Congress to enact legislation that will increase the
issuance of money and establish the value thereof, loan
money direct to the States on the security of the natural re-
sources of each State, to liquidate all present national banks
and establish in their stead Government-owned and con-
trolled banks; to the Committee on Banking and Currency.

510. Also, petition of the Ramsey County Legislative Com-
mittee, St. Paul, Minn., opposing reduction in salaries of
Federal employees and in appropriations for veterans’ aid;
to the Committee on Appropriations.

511. Also, petition of the Leo Carey Post, No. 56, Ameri-
can Legion, Albert Lea, Minn., urging delay in construction
of the post-office building at Albert Lea, Minn., in the in-
terest of economy; to the Committee on Public Buildings
and Grounds.

512. Also, petition of the City Council of the City of Min-
neapolis, Minn., requesting Congress to increase Federal aid
for public construction work; to the Committee on Appro-
priations.

513. Also, petition signed by numerous residents of Ghent,
Minn., requesting legislation providing that all petroleum
products used in internal-combustion engines shall be
blended, 10 percent by velume, with ethyl alcohol made from
agricultural products grown in the continental United States;
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce,

514. Also, petition of residents of the township of Mamre,
EKandiyohi County, Minn., urging passage of the Frazier
bill, providing for the refinancing of farm mortgages; to the
Committee on Agriculture.
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515. Also, petition of the Watonwan County (Minn.)
Holiday Association, urging passage of the Frazier bill, pro-
viding for the refinancing of farm mortgages; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

516. By Mr. REID of Illinois: Resolution of the Laverne
T. Perrottet Post, No. 76, American Legion, Wheaton, Ill,
protesting against the official recognition by the United
States of America of the Union of Soviet Socialist Repub-
lics; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

517. By Mr. RUDD: Petition of the Jacobs Bros. Co., Inc.,
Brooklyn, N.Y., opposing the passage of the Black bill, S. 158,
providing for a 30-hour week; to the Committee on Labor.

518. By Mr. SMITH of West Virginia: Resolution of the
Beckley Chamber of Commerce, Beckley, W.Va., favoring
legislation providing that the first-class postage rate be re-
turned to 2 cents; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

SENATE
THURSDAY, APRIL 13, 1933
(Legislative day of Tuesday, Apr. 11, 1933)

The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, on the expiration
of the recess.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr, President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following
Senators answered to their names:

Adams Copeland Eean Reed

Aszhurst Costigan Eendrick Reynolds
Austin Couzens Eeyes Robinson, Ark,
Bachman Cutting La Follette Robinson, Ind.
Balley Dickinson Lewis Russell
Bankhead Dieterich Logan Schall
Barbour Dl Lonergan Sheppard
Barkley Duffy Long Shipstead
Black Erickson McAdoo Smith

Bone Mi Btelwer
Borah Pletcher MeGill Stephens
Bratton Frazier McEellar Thomas, Okla.
Brown George McNary Thomas, Utah
Bulkley Glass Metcalf Townsend
Bulow Goldsborough Murphy Trammell
Byrd Gore Neely Tydings
Byrnes Hale Norbeck Vandenberg
Capper Harrison Norris Van Nuys
Caraway Hastings Nye Wagner

Carey Hatfield Overton Walcott

Clark Hayden Patterson Walsh
Connally Hebert Pittman Wheeler
Coolidge Johnson Pope White

Mr. REED. 1 desire to announce that my colleague the
junior Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. Davis] is still neces- *
sarily absent because of illness. I ask that the announce-
ment may stand for the day.

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. I wish to announce the necessary
absence of my colleague the senior Senator from Utah [Mr.
Kinc] because of a death in his family. I ask that this
announcement may stand for the day.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Ninety-two Senators having an-
swered to their names, a quorum is present.

The Senate will receive a message from the President of
the United States.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the President of the United
States was communicated to the Senate by Mr. Latta, one
of his secretaries.

FUNCTIONS OF THE DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE (S5.D0OC. NO. 25)

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a letter
from the Attorney General, transmitting, in response to
Senate Resolution 351, Seventy-second Congress, a report of
all functions executed by the Department of Justice, to-
gether with reference to the statutory authorities for the
execution of said functions and the annual cost thereof,
which, with the accompanying papers, was ordered to lie on
the table and to be printed.

FUNCTIONS OF THE DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY (S.DOC. NO. 24)

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a letter
from the Secretary of the Navy, transmitting, in response
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to Senate Resolution 351, Seventy-second Congress, a report
of all the functions and the personnel of the Navy Depart-
ment, together with the annual cost thereof, which, with
the accompanying papers, was ordered to lie on the table
and to be printed.

FUNCTIONS OF THE VETERANS' ADMINISTRATION (S.DOC. NO. 23)

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a letfer
from the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs, transmitting, in
response to Senate Resolution 351, Seventy-second Congress,
a report of the functions and activities conducted under the
jurisdiction of the Veterans’ Administration, the statutory
authority therefor, and the total amounts appropriated for
the fiscal year 1933, which, with the accompanying papers,
was ordered to lie on the table and to be printed.

PROTECTION OF SMALL-HOME OWNERS FROM FORECLOSURE
(H.DOC. NO. 19)

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a message
from the President of the United States, which was read,
referred to the Committee on Banking and Currency, and
ordered to be printed, as follows:

To the Congress:

As a further and urgently necessary step in the program
to promote economic recovery, I ask the Congress for legis-
lation to protect small-home owners from foreclosure and
to relieve them of a portion of the burden of excessive in-
terest and principal payments incurred during the period of
higher values and higher earning power.

Implicit in the legislation which I am suggesting to you is
a declaration of national policy. This policy is that the
broad interests of the Nation require that special safeguards
should be thrown around home ownership as a guaranty of
social and economic stability, and that to protect home
owners from inequitable enforced liquidation, in a time of
general distress, is a proper concern of the Government.

The legislation I propose follows the general lines of the
farm mortgage refinancing bill. The terms are such as to
impose the least possible charge upon the National Treasury
consistent with the objects sought. It provides machinery
through which existing mortgage debts on small homes may
be adjusted to a sound basis of values without injustice to
investors, at substantially lower interest rates and with pro-
vision for postponing both interest and principal payments
in cases of extreme need. The resources to be made avail-
able through a bond issue to be guaranteed as fo interest
only by the Treasury will, it is thought, be sufficient to meet
the needs of those to whom other methods of financing are
not available. At the same time the plan of settlement will
provide a standard which should put an end to present un-
certain and chaotic conditions that create fear and despair
among both home owners and investors.

Legislation of this character is a subject that demands our
most earnest, thoughtful, and prompt consideration.

FranxLIN D. ROOSEVELT.
Tue WaiTE Housg, April 13, 1933.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I ask leave to infroduce a
bill to be known as “the Home Owners Loan Act”, and I
ask that it may be referred to the Committee on Banking
and Currency.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the bill will
be received and so referred.

The bill (S. 1317) to provide emergency relief with respect
to home-mortgage indebtedness, to refinance home mort-
gages, to extend relief to the owners of homes occupied by
them and who are unable to amortize their debt elsewhere,
to amend the Federal Home Loan Bank Act, to increase the
market for obligations of the United States, and for other
purposes, was read twice by its title and referred to the
Committee on Banking and Currency.

CHANGE IN DATE OF THE INAUGURATION

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a joint
resolution adopted by the Legislature of the State of Ten-
nessee, ratifying the twentieth amendment of the Constitu-
tion, fixing the commencement of the terms of President and
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Vice President and Members of the Congress and fixing the
time of the assembling of Congress, which was ordered to
lie on the table, as follows:

STATE oF TENNESSEE,
DEPAETMENT OF STATE,
To all to whom these presents shall come, greeting:

I, Ernest N. Haston, secretary of state of the State of Tennessee,
do hereby certify that the annexed is a true copy of Senate Joint
Resolution No, 31, acts of 1933, the original of which is now on
file and a matter of record in this office.

In testimony whereof I have hereunto subscribed my official
signature and by order of the Governor affixed the great seal of the
State of Tennessee at the department in the city of Nashville this
31st day of March AD. 1933.

|sEAL] ErNEST N. HasTON,

Secretary of State.

Senate Joint Resolution 13 (Shelby delegation), relating to the
proposed amendment to the Constitution of the United States
the commencement of the terms of President and Vice
President and Members of Congress and fixing the time of the
assembling of Congress

Whereas at the first session of the Seventy-second Congress of
the United States of America it was—

Resolved by the Senate and House of Representatives of the
United States in Congress assembled (two thirds of each House
concurring therein), That the following article be proposed as an
amendment to the Constitution of the United States, which, when
ratified by the legislatures of three fourths of the several States,
shall be valid to all intents and purposes as part of the Constitu-
tion, viz:

: “ARTICLE —

* 8ecTioN 1. The terms of the President and Vice President shall
end at noon on the 20th day of January, and the terms of Senators
and Representatives at noon on the 3d day of January of the
years in which such terms would have ended if this article had not
been ratified; and the terms of their successors shall then begin.

‘“Sec. 2. The Congress shall assemble at least once in every year,
and such meeting shall begin at noon on the 3d day of January
unless they shall by law appoint a different day.

“8ec. 3. If, at the time fixed for the beginning of the term of
the President, the President-elect shall have died, the Vice Presi-
dent-elect shall become President. If a President shall not have
been chosen before the time fixed for the beginning of his term,
or if the President-elect shall have failed to qualify, then the
Vice President-elect shall act as President until a President shall
have qualified; and the Congress may by law provide for the case
wherein neither a President-elect nor a Vice President-elect shall
have qualified, declaring who shall then act as President or the
manner in which one who is to act shall be elected, and such per-
son shall act accordingly until a President or Vice President shall
have qualified.

“Sec. 4. The Congress may by law provide for the case of the
death of any of the persons from whom the House of Representa-
tives may choose a President whenever the right of choice shall
have devolved upon them, and for the case of the death of any
of the persons from whom the Senate may choose a Vice President
whenever the right of choice may have devolved upon them.

“Sec, 5. Sections 1 and 2 shall take effect on the 15th day of
October following the ratification of this article.

“ 8ec. 6. This article shall be fnoperative unless {t shall have
been ratified as an amendment to the Constitution by the legis-
latures of three fourths of the several States within 7 years from
the date of its submission ":

Therefore be it—

Resolved by the General Assembly of the Siate of Tennessee,
That sald proposed amendment to the Constitution of the United
States of America be, and the same is, hereby ratified by the
General Assembly of the State of Tennessee; be it further

Resolved, That certified copies of the foregoing preamble and
joint resolution be forwarded by the Governor of the State of
Tennessee to the Presldent of the United States, to the Secretary
of State of the United States at Washington, D.C,, to the President
of the Senate of the United States, and to the Speaker of the
House of Representatives of the United States.

Adopted January 20, 1933.

; A. F. OFFICER,
Speaker of the Senate,
Franx W. MoOoORE,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

Approved January 20, 1933.

Hrir McAvisTER, Governor,

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS
The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a resolution
adopted by the Thirty-seventh State Conference of the
Daughters of the American Revolution of Illinois, protesting
against the recognition of the Soviet Government of Russia
under present conditions, which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations.
He also laid before the Senate a telegram and a letter from
John M, Parker, of New Orleans, La., together with two peti-
tions of citizens of the State of Louisiana, relating fo alleged
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acts and conduct of Hon. Huey P. LoNg, a Senator from the
State of Louisiana, which were referred to the Committee
on Privileges and Elections.

He also laid before the Senate a telegram from the presi-
dent of the New Orleans (La.) Board of Trade, Ltd., embody-
ing a resolution adopted by the board of directors of that
board, endorsing the policies of the administration of Presi-
dent Roosevelt dealing with the reopening of the banks on a
sound basis, the unemployment-relief program, and efforts
for the reestablishment of confidence, etc., which was or-
dered to lie on the table.

He also laid before the Senate a letter in the nature of a
petition from D. J. Melvin, of Titusville, Fla., praying for
the passage of legislation o authorize the establishment of
a Federal relief commission or administration, headed by the
President of the United States, to supersede the relief work
of the American Red Cross, etc., and also praying for the
establishment of an old-age pension system, which was or-
dered to lie on the table.

Mr. COPELAND presented a resolution adopted by a meet-
ing of citizens of Williamsburgh, Brooklyn, N.Y., protesting
against alleged persecution of the Jews in Germany, and
favoring the passage of legislation permitting entry into the
United States of such persons of Jewish faith, which was
referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations.

He also presented resolution adopted by the Brooklyn
Civic Club and the Thirteenth Assembly District Regular
Democratic Organization, both of Brooklyn, and the Edge-
mere Democratic Club, of Edgemere, all in the State of New
York, protesting against the persecution of and alleged out-
rages committed against the Jews in Germany, which were
referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations. .

He also presented a resolution adopted by Twin Ports |
Lodge, No. 12, International Shipmasters’ Association of the
Great Lakes, Kenmore, N.Y,, protesting against the proposed
transfer of the Hydrographic Office from the Navy Depart-
ment to the Bureau of Coast and Geodetic Survey, which was
referred to the Committee on Naval Affairs.

He also presented a resolution adopted by the Howard
Beach Association, Inc., in the State of New York, favoring
the repeal of wage-cut provisions of the so-called “ Economy
Act ”, which was ordered to lie on the table.

He also presented resolutions of the Maritime Association
of the Port of New York, and the Propeller Club of the
United States, both of New York City, N.Y., protesting
against the ratification of the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence
deep waterway treaty, which were ordered fo lie on the table.

Mr. WHEELER presented a petition of sundry citizens of
Comstock and vicinity, Custer County, Nebr., praying for the
passage of Senate bill 70, known as the “ Wheeler bill ”, pro-
viding for the remonetization of silver, which was referred
to the Committee on Banking and Currency.

REMONETIZATION OF SILVER

Mr. WHEELER presented a resolution adopted by Local
Union No. 197, United Bretherhood of Carpenters and Join-
ers of America, of Sherman, Tex., which was referred to the
Committee on Banking and Currency and ordered fo be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

Whereas members of Carpenters’ Local Union No. 197, United
Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of America, believe, after
undergoing 4 years of unemployment and distress, that it is
time relief measures of some kind be passed by our Government,
and sincerely believe that the views of Senator B. K. WHEELER are
very sound, indeed: Therefore be it

Resolved, That Local Union No. 197 of Carpenters and Joiners
of America, Sherman, Tex., endorse the Wheeler bill, B. 70, and
very respectfully request Congress to enact same as soon as possible.

Locar UntoN No. 197,
Sherman, Tez,

W. A. BeowN, President.

C. A. FrENCH, Secretary.

CHECKING OF EROSION ON THE NEW JERSEY COAST
Mr. BARBOUR. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
for the printing in the Recorp of a resolution I have received
from the Board of Chosen Freeholders, County of Atlantic,
N.J., urging that some of the funds to be spent for unem-
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sion along the New Jersey coast, and ask that it be appro-
priately referred.

There being no objection, the resolution was referred to
the Committee on Commerce and ordered to be prinfed in
the Recorp, as follows:

Whereas the Federal Government is about to spend considerable
money in reclaiming and protecting areas of the United States
that demand such attention, which activity will relieve present
unemployment to a considerable extent; and

Whereas the continual and destructive erosion of the shore line
of New Jersey has always received attention of the affected munici-
palities up to the present time, when the condition of municipal
finances has made it impossible for this necessary protective work
to be further continued; and

Whereas there is no available source, other than Federal Gov-
ernment, for assistance in taking care of this situation, which is
already developing deplorable results: Now, therefore, be It

Resolved, That the attention of the Federal Government be
called to this situation and a petition for relief be and is hereby
respectfully submitted to that agency of the Federal Government
upon which responsibility is placed in the accomplishment of the
purpose of the Federal Government above referred to; and be it
further

Resolved, That certified copies of this resolution be submitted,
by the clerk of this board, to Senators Kean and Baesour and to
Representative BAcHARACH for their use in presenting this peti-
tion for reltef and urging, upon the proper department of the
Federal Government, & prompt investigation of the aforesaid need
of Federal Government aid in coest protection.

Certified as a true copy of a resolution adopted by the Board of
Chosen Freeholders, Atlantic County, N.J., on April 12, 1933.

Wrum Clerk.

Mr. BARBOUR. Mr. President, also I ask unanimous con-
sent for the printing in the Recorp of a resolution I have
received from the Chamber of Commerce of Brigantine, N.J.,
urging legislation for the protection of beach-front property
from erosion by storms, and ask that it be approprla.tely
referred.

There being no objection, the resolution was referred to
the Committee on Commerce and ordered to be printed in
the RECORD, as fOHOWS‘

BRIGANTINE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE,
Brigantine, NJ., April 11, 1933
Hon. W. WARREN BARBOUR,

Washington, D.C.

My Dear Sm: The Brigantine Chamber of Commerce has or-
dered that I forward to you the following resolution passed by
the chamber Tuesday, April 10, 1933:

“ Whereas the recent severe storms on the Atlantic Ocean have
done considerable damage to the beach-front property in the city
of Brigantine; and

“ Whereas such damage caused a great loss in assessable prop-
erty and is jeopardizing the city water and sewer system; and

“ Whereas there has been conslderable discussion
the proposed passage of a statute authorizing, as a means of un-
employment relief, the protection of ocean-front property: Now,
therefore,

*“The. Brigantine Chamber of Commerce does resoive, That the
secretary be, and he hereby is, authorized and instructed to com-
municate with Senator W. WarRrEN BareOoUR and advise him con-
cerning the critical condition of the beach-front property in the
city of Brigantine and the immediate need for some beach pro-
tection, to the end that if some legislation is passed auth
this type of work, t.he city of Brigantine be considered as applying
for some such relief.”

Respectfully submitted.

L. M. LaNDsEY, Secretary.

Mr. BARBOUR. Mr. President, I also ask unanimous
consent for the printing in the Recorp of a resolution I
have received from the Board of Chosen Freeholders of the
County of Ocean, N.J., urging that some of the funds spent
for unemployment relief be spent in arresting the very
serious shore erosion along the New Jersey coast, and ask
that it be appropriately referred:

There being no objection, the resolution was referred to
the Committee on Commerce and ordered to be printed in
the Recorp, as follows:

Resolution, April 12, 1933 (by Mr. Applegate)

‘Whereas it is understood that the United States Government is
about to spend considerablé amounts of money for reforestation
and reclamation plans, particularly for the relieving of the unem-
ployment situation; and

a continual and serious erosion of the shore line of New
Jersey has created a condition that threatens the very existence of
the seashore resorts if this erosion is not checked; and

Whereas the conditions have become so serious and the cost of
measures needed to check this erosion and protect this shere line
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18 so great that in the present financial conditions the varlous
municipalities are unable to furnish sufficient funds for the prose-
cution of such work: Therefore be it . .
" Resolved, That the attention of President Roosevelt be called to
this condition and that he be, and hereby is, petitioned to give
careful consideration to this condition and direct the expenditure
of a portion of the unemployment-relief funds to the purposes
above mentioned, and that copies of this resolution be sent to our
Congressman and two United States Senators.
I, James K, Allardice, clerk of the Board of Chosen Freeholders
of the County of Ocean, hereby certify that the above is a true
copy of a resolution adopted by the said board on the 12th day
of April 1938,

[sEAL] James K. ALLARDICE, Clerk.

EUGENE MEYER

Mr. REED. Mr. President, out of order and by unani-
mous consent, I should like to offer an article for publication
in the Recorp. During recent days very much bitter criti-
cism has been expressed of Mr. Eugene Meyer by certain
Senators in this body, and I think that it is only justice to
Mr. Meyer and a fair recognition of the conspicuous public
service he has rendered in the administrations of President
Wilson, President Coolidge, and President Hoover that the
‘article by Mr. Frank R. Kent appearing in this morning’s
Baltimore Sun should be published in the CoNGRESSIONAL
Record. So I ask unanimous consent that the article may
be printed at this point and lie on the table.

There being no objection, the article was ordered fo lie
on the table and to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

[From the Baltimore Sun, Apr. 13, 1933]
THE GREAT GAME OF POLITICS
By Frank R. Kent
HE SAID IT IN 1823

- WasHINGTON, April 12—It is a pity our politics are of such a
kind that a new President cannot, without unpleasant political
complications, retain the services of conspicuously fit men of the
other party whom he finds in office. It would greatly promote the
‘efficient working of our governmental machine if he could.

For example, not many aside from the professional denunciators
of the rich, like the Brookharts and Longs, will fail to feel that
the retirement of Mr. Eugene Meyer as head of the Federal Reserve
Board is a loss to the country, and really to the administration.
1t is possible, of course, to find a Democrat who in character and
ability measures up to this job, though the list in either party is
a limited one. It is hardly possible, however, to find one with the
training, experience, and detailed knowledge of the system pos-
sessed by Mr. Meyer. That is where the loss comes in,

With the passing of Mr. Meyer from public life it is timely to
recall the outstanding features of his public career, which have
become blurred by the passage of the years to people generally,
but not to those posted on Federal financial history. Few men
have had more to do with its making the last 15 years, There
is space here only to recount them briefly. In 1918 he was named
by Woodrow Wilson as a member of the great War Finance Board,
and in 6 months became its dominant head, staying until its final
liquidation. In 1927 Mr. Coolidge called on him to reorganize the
Federal farm loan system, the affairs of which had gotten into
bad shape.

Mr. Hoover made him the head of the Federal Reserve Board,
and as such he became the first chairman of the Reconstruction
Finance Corporation. The operating machine of this great govern-
mental agency was set up by Mr. Meyer. Most of its key men
were with him in the War Finance Board, and the chief reason
the Reconstruction Finance Corporation was able to function as
quickly and well as it has—because despite the attacks upon
it, it has done both—was because of Mr. Meyer's experience in
the War Finance Board and his ability to get the men trained in
that work to come to Washington in subordinate positions for an
emergency job laid down along similar lines.

Aside from these things, which it will be conceded equip a man
with an uncommon experience in Federal finance, it is interesting,
in the light of what has happened to the banks of the Nation,
to recall Mr. Meyer's views on banks and bankers. As far back
as 1023 he gave them before a Senate committee. At that time
he strongly advocated a unified banking system under Federal
supervision and with Federal inspection. He pictured to the com-
mittee exactly what the flood of State legislation on banking lines
.was doing; pointed out the danger to deposifors, caustically com-
mented upon the practices which competition between State
banks and National banks, trust companies and saving banks,
commercial banks and savings banks, was compelling bankeras of
all kinds to do. He graphically summed the whole banking situa-
tion up at that time by calling it a * competition in laxity.”

It could hardly have been better described. The competition
among the banks to get deposits was like the competition among
some States to get corporations to locate in them. All sorts of
inducements were offered—exemptions from taxes, subsidies in
one form or another, the keys to the city. Banks have proceeded
along the same lines—higher interest. rates than their rivals,
.more conveniences, bigger buildings, greater facilities, etc. I{ has
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been a race, and to a lot of banks—and much more important, a

lot of depositors—a ruinous one. It compelled banks to assume

too many functions, to go into side lines, to become too “ pro-
ve.”

It is worth noting that 10 years ago Mr. Meyer saw this and in
plain words, which are a matter of record, told the Senate about
it. Further, Mr. Meyer was opposed from the start to the “ af-
filiates " which so many large banks organized to sell securities
in -the boom - years, - and expressed his belief to various banking
heads that the practice was not only unsound but indefensible.
Fundamentally, the Meyer idea about banks is that they are not
purely private instifutions but are semipublic, and that presidents
of banks should recognize this as basic in their business.

The opportunity, the incentive, and the desire to make large
profits should be taken away from banks and they should re-
gard themselves as primarily trustees of the.people’s money and
not as men whose first duty is to make money for their stock-
holders and themselves. After our recent experience, pretty nearly
everybody, including bankers, will agree about these things.
Those who know Mr. Meyer know that these have been his views
for a good many years, and he has not hesitated to make them
known, It is one reason he is not greatly beloved by certain
heads—and former heads—of certain great New York banks. A
man who tells you, personally, that you are paylng yourself too
much salary does not, as a rule, endear himself to you. That is
exactly what Mr. Meyer told more than one of them.

STABILIZATION OF THE MEASURE OF VALUE

Mr. SCHALL., Mr. President, I ask leave to have printed

in the Recorp and appropriately referred an article by Pro-
fessor Warren, of Cornell University, on Stabilization of the
Measure of Value. This article has been released for publi-
cation by the Committee for the Nation and endorsed by
outstanding leaders of finance, business, and education
throughout the Nation.
- Because of the widespread interest it has already aroused
I am asking that it be printed to make it more available for
those who may be better versed in matters of finance than
I am.

We are all becoming more aware of the importance of
gold and its movements in international finance. Last year
France almost forced us off the gold standard when she
withdrew her deposits in New York in anticipation of an
embargo on gold. The history of the gold movements in the
last few years is such as to lead us to one of two possible
conclusions, either— - v

First. Establish an international gold pool through inter-
national agreement; or

Second. Attempt to establish a ratio of domestic gold to
domestic goods through revaluation or embargo, or both.

Professor Warren presents a powerful argument in favor
of maintaining a ratio of gold supply and demand to de-
mand and supply of goods.

There being no objection, the article was referred to the
Committee on Banking and Currency and ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

STABILIZATION OF THE MEASURE OF VALUE

(G. F. Warren, professor of agricultural economics and farm man-
agement, Cornell University, Ithaca, N.Y.)

So little is known about the causes of the present depression
that it is necessary to dispose of some popular illusions before
starting a discussion of the subject. Correct diagnosis is the first

in medicine and economics. (A fuller discussion of this sub-
ject with extended statistical evidence is now available in the book
on Prices, by G. F. Warren and F. A. Pearson.)

OVERPRODUCTION NOT THE TROUBLE

Throughout history a decline in prices due to monetary causes
has always popularly been attributed to overproduction, without
stopping to look at the facts. For 75 years before the war the
production of food and feed crops in the United States increased at
the compound rate of 3.02 percent per year. From 1915-29 it
increased only 0.6 percent per year. If correction is made for the
reduced number of horses and mules, the rate of increase is 1.17
percent per year. We have had surpluses and shortages of some
crops owing to the weather, but there is no evidence of general
overproduction.

Total production of all commodities per capita in the United
States increased for-75 years before the war at the rate of 1.73 per-
cent per year, but from 1915-29 Increased only 0.64 percent.

For 75 years before the war world physical volume of production
of all basic commodities rose 3.16 percent per year. Bince 1915 the
rate has been distinctly less. Instead of the phenomenal increase
in output which is popularly imagined, the rate of increase in
output has declined. Stocks are in some cases piling up because
‘'of unemployment, but these are results of the depression rather
-than ifs cause.
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TOO MUCH EFFICIENCY NOT THE TROUBLE

Having accepted the erroneous idea that overproduction is the
cause, many unemployed engineers have turned to economics with
about the same success that economists would have in building
bridges. They have been deluded by the apparent efficiency in
factories into thinking that the needs of humanity can be supplied
by a few hours of work per week. Division of labor leads to errone-
ous conclusions as to increases in efficiency, because only a part of
the process is visible. A farmer with a tractor, tractor equipment,
a combine, and a-truck is able to grow and harvest much more
wheat than was formerly grown per farmer. The inerease in effi-
clency is far less than is assumed, because there has been a change
in the residence of those whose time is required to produce the
wheat. Many invisible persons are involved in the production of
machinery and fuel that the farmer uses. .

Statements are commonly made of the spectacular increase in the
output of shoes per worker in the shoe factory. These are mis-
leading. The labor on a pair of shoes includes a part of the time
of the persons growing cattle and handling, marketing, and skin-
ning them, labor involved in the handling, shipping, and tanning
of hides, and labor involved in the handling and shipping of
leather, Some workers must make the machinery used in these
industries; others must make the buildings and the building
materials involved in this endless process. B5till others must
finance the business. Back'of these there is the mining of coal,
the building of railroads and of electrical lines and electrical
equipment, and the preduction of cotton and tanning materials.
To complete the process the shoes must be shipped and sold at
retail. This involves the time of more bank clerks, rallroad
employees, traveling salesmen, retail salesmen, delivery boys, store
builders, and paper-box manufacturers, and further fuel and light.
Finally the shoes are fitted to the buyer’'s foot. No mass produc-
tion has done away with the consumer's desire to try on several
pair. It is not probable that any sudden decrease in the time
required has occurred in the complete process.

We have no indication of any sudden increase in total produc-
tion of all commodities per capita at any time in history. There
are sudden decreases, such as occurred in 1921 and 1931, when
millions of workers were unemployed.

TOO MUCH DEMOCRACY NOT THE TROUBLE

By specialization each of us produces so much of something
that each of us can have more of everything. The battery that
keeps this modern machine running is the medium of exchange—
money. When money. is stable in value the machine works well.
When inflation occurs it runs too fast. When deflation occurs it
stalls. Since the exchange of goods is stopped unemployment
occurs and there is starvation in the midst of plenty.

The millions of unemployed in cities would like to produce
goods that the farmers want in exchange for food. The farmers
would like to exchange food for things that these unemployed
persons would gladly produce. But the medium of exchange has
broken down. It has also broken down as between workers within
the cities. The unemployed capenter would like to build a house
for the unemployed textile worker, who, in turn, would like to
make textiles in exchange for house rent. But since the exchange
system has broken down both are unemployed. In some cases we
have reversion to barter, but our civilization is too complex to
allow this to go far.

Most of us believe in a society organized on the basis of indi-
vidual initiative; that Is, a capitalistic soclety. The operation
of such a society depends on the medium of exchange. When
the medium of exchange falls to function the organization of
society that depends on this medium is attacked. If we cannot
invent a stable measure of value there is danger of forcing some
kind of a socialistic state that will attempt to regulate distribu-
tion by Government action.

When the battery of an automobile falls to function we should
get a new battery rather than turn to a wheelbarrow. If we are
to discard automobile transportation it should be on the merits
of the automobile and not on the accident of a defective bat-
tery. If we are to adopt state capitalism, socialism, or com-
‘munism, it should be on the relative merits of these
rather than because of a failure of the medium of exchange to
function properly. The thing to correct is not the organization
of soclety but the tool that is not working properly.

NOT A BUSINESS CYCLE

The depression 1s not a business cycle, although several violent
business cycles can occur before adjustment is made to the col-
lapsed price structure.

WHAT IS FRICE?

Once upon a time a f found that he could get 23 hogs
for 60 sheep. At a later time he found that it required 120
sheep. Why the change? If there were time to question you
individually some of you would say that there were too many
sheep at the second date. Others would say that there were
too few hogs. Others would give the correct answer, that we
do not know. There might have been too many sheep or a re-
duced demand for them; or there might have been too few hogs or
& high demand for them. There are many other possibilities,
There might have been a shortage of both sheep and hogs, but
a greater shortage of hogs; or there might have been a surplus
of both sheep and hogs but a greater surplus of sheep. The only
way to determine the cause of the changed relation is to compare
sheep and hogs with many other things. Suppose we find that
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hogs exchange for twice the former amount of Innumerable

. Who would then be so foolish as to attempt to explain
the changed ratio as due to the supply of sheep? But if we
change the 23 head of hogs to 23.22 grains of gold and change
the sheep to pounds of wheat, practically everyone says at once
that there is an overproduction of wheat. If a bushel of wheat
(60 pounds) exchanges for 23.22 grains of gold (otherwise named
81), and if at a later time it takes 2 bushels of wheat to get
the dollar, we blissfully explain it as too much wheat.

There are four factors in price, not two as is commonly sup-
posed. This error has been the cause of innumerable business
failures and of much foolish legislation. The price of wheat is
the ratio of the supply of wheat and demand for it to the supply
of gold and the demand for it. !

Our present measure of value is a given weight of a single com-
modity, the value of which changes with the supply of this com-
modity and the demand for it in precisely the same way as the
value of any other commodity changes.

The “ money illusion ” is as thoroughly dominant in this gener-
ation as was the {llusion of a flat earth about which the sun re-
volved in the time of Galileo. It is almost as dangerous for an
economist to challenge the money illusion as it was for Galileo
to threaten the foundations of civilization by saying that the
earth revolved.

RELATIONSHIP OF GOLD TO PRICES .

For 75 years before the war world monetary stocks of gold di-
vided by total production of other things equaled prices In
England. During the war prices on a gold basis doubled. How
did this occur? For the very simple reason that most of the world
abandoned the gold standard and stopped bidding for gold. Gold,
therefore, moved to the few places where it was freely purchased.
The low demand reduced its value, just as the demonetization of
silver reduced its value.

When the various countries attempted to return to a gold basis,
the increased demand raised the value of gold. France returned
to a gold basis June 25, 1928; and the gold panic was soon on.
Now 31 countries have given up the effort to maintain a fixed
price on gold. But they are still bidding for the world's gold sup-
ply. It is possible that they will definitely demonetize gold and
stop bidding for it and make it cheap again, but this is not prob-
able, The value of gold is determined by world supply and world
demand, not by location.

To keep pace with business the world gold stocks must increase
as rapidly as the production of other commodities, or about 3.156
percent per year. But the increased use of gold in industry is
about as rapid as the growth of business, In order to increase the
world monetary stocks by 8.156 percent per year, it is necessary
that the production be 5.6 percent of stocks, the additional
amount being necessary for industrial uses. This would call for
production of about 32,000,000 ounces this year. The actual pro-
duction is about three fourths of this amount.

The present rate of gold production would result in a gradual
decline in prices even if there had been no war. But our major
difficulty results from changes in the demand for gold.

During the many years when there was a low demand for gold
our debt, tax, and business structure became fairly well adjusted
to a commodity price level about 50 percent above pre-war. We
are, therefore, in the position of having a world gold supply of
only about two thirds the amount required to support the price
level to which business is adjusted, provided the former gold-using
countries continue to bid for gold. This situation results in such
a frantic demand to get gold that even the gold supply which we
have is used inefficiently.

Recognizing that the low value of gold was due to low world
demand which would probably be temporary, I have since 1018
been giving many lectures and writing many bulletins indicating
the expectation that gold would return to its pre-war value or
higher. This expectation still holds. If all the former gold-using
countries return to the gold basis, and if the United States con-
tinues to maintain its present monetary standard, it is to be ex-
pected that commodity prices will average below pre-war for the
next 10 years, Extremely violent price fiuctuations will be ex-
pected as each country attempts to secure and maintain more than
its pre-war share of the world's gold supply. Each country needs
about 50 percent more than its pre-war share of the total,

DEBETS

In 1929 public and private debts In the United States amounted
to about 203 billion dollars. The National Industrial Conference
Board estimated the national wealth at that time as 362 billion
dollars. Since then, public debts have steadily increased; but
private debts have been reduced somewhat by bankruptcles and
payment. The tofal is now estimated at about 174 billions, or
nearly one half the value of the property in 1929. What the prop-
erty is worth compared with 1920 most of you can guess. At the
present price level the debts represent so close to the value of the
property that a large part of them can never be paid.

DEFLATION OR REFLATION?

. The price level must be raised to the debt level, or the debt
level must be lowered to the price level. This is a matter of grim
reality that cannot be cured by psychology, confidence, or Govern-
ment lending. - = : ;

~.We must. choose between deflation and reflation. No country
likes to change its monetary system, nor does any country like to
go through wholesale bankruptcies and continue to have millions
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of unemployed. Our choice is not between two desirable things.
It is between two undesirable things. Merely raising the well-
known objections to either procedure does not commend the other.
The question is, Which is worse?

If we wish to go through with deflation, we may as well pro-
ceed with the bankruptcies, foreclosures, and public defaults and
get them over with, Merely postponing by lending some money
or attempting to hold up the price of this or that thing will
accomplish very little.

DEFLATION

If deflation is completed, the following are some of the in-
numerable adjustments yet to be made,

At the new price levels, public and private debts are nearly
equal to the national wealth. These debts will have to be re-
duced. The only plan thus far proposed for reducing them is
bankruptcy and private adjustment. This will probably require
3 or 4 years for the major adjustment and a generation to com-
plete the process. While the more serious part of this is taking
place, bankrupt homes, farms, and other properties will always
be for sale at less than new costs of construction, regardless of
how low these costs may fall. Therefore, little building of any
kind is to be expected. ently most of the basic industries
will operate at low capacity and.severe unemployment will be
eog!tlnuou.s. Business cycles in such a period will be suppressed
cycles.

The vigorous efforts to reduce taxes will do well if they succeed
In making cuts equal to the new taxes n to feed the
unemployed. Some shifting from real estate to other forms of
taxation may occur. -

Public debts will increase and some of the Government units
will find it impossible to meet their obligations. It will be years
before taxpayers get these debts paid.

Adjusting a price level down requires much more time than
adjusting it up. It is not difficult to adjust public and private
debts to a higher price level, but it is very difficult to reduce them.
To adjust debts up merely requires that the usual purchases be
made at the new price level with the usual percentage of credit
transactions. To adjust debts down means the slow process of

. Bankruptcy acts like a house of cards—each bank-
ruptey starts another.

Bank deposits will decline because of the reduced amount of
business and the lower prices at which business is done and the

' tendency to use cash rather than checks. This latter movement
is encouraged by fear of banks, lack of banks, lower interest pay-
ments on deposits, charges for checks, taxes on checks, and high

rates. Many further bank failures will occur.

Because of severe unemployment some workers are working for
extremely low wages, but it is not to be expected that the general
wage level will decline to the price level. The long-time tendency
is for wages to rise as the output per worker increases. Whenever
the debts are liquidated so that business can proceed wages will
be far above pre-war.

Interest rates will be much below pre-war for safe securities, but
a large part of the business will be on such a precarious basis that,
for some years, rates for agriculture and industry may be high.
Interest payments on bank deposits will be decidedly reduced.
It will be impossible for life-insurance companies, universities,
hospitals, and other institutions that depend on investments to
keep up their incomes. Life-insurance rates will probably rise.
The average size of policies will be reduced.

The size of fire-insurance policies will be reduced, losses will be
increased, and rates probably will be raised.

Innumerable prices which have not declined will fall. Some of

these are freight rates, telephone charges, price of newspapers,
doctors’ fees, dentists’ fees, and telegraph charges.

Large numbers of corporations will disappear by bankruptey or
by combination to avold bankruptcy.

Wholesale writing-down of the capital of industrial plants,
farms, and city real estate will be necessary.

Costs of distribution will gradually decline so that prices pald
to farmers will agaln come into adjustment with the prices which
they pay. Much of this can be done in a half dozen years. Prob-

_ably it can be completed in & generation.

Some basic commodity prices have fallen too low even for the
condltions and will rise.

Innumerable measures will be tried in attempts to hold up
prices of this or that thing. Tariffs, bounties, farm boards, do-
mestic allotments, restrictions on trade between States under
sanitary and other guises, pools, gentlemen's agreements, and
many others will continue to be tried. Some of these may do a
little good, but they will continue to result in disillusion and dis-
appointment. Maintaining the present price of gold means bring-
ing the whole debt and price structure down. To attempt to hold
each individual thing up and yet bring down the whole is like
sinking a ship but attempting to hold up each rivet and door-
knob in it.

Nothing is gained by minimizing the gravity of the situation.
Repeated confidence statements cannot change the facts. They
discredit leadership and cause losses to innumerable individuals
through false hopes. While the country has never before expe-
riénced as great deflatlon as we are now attempting, we have had
experiences which indicate the probable length of the deflation
disease. It usually takes 6 or 7 years to go far enough with the
bankrupting process so that construction can begin, and it takes
many more years fully to complete the process.

If we are going through with deflation, debt-adjustment com-

| missions are desirable to operate for a number of years. The
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legal system of writing down debts works badly enough when only
a few bankrupt properties are thrown on the market. It destroys
values for both the creditors and lenders when applied in a whole-
sale way. A creditor often takes over a home or a farm, keeps it
In hopes of & sale until the carrying charges eat up much of the
value. In the meantime, the property depreciates., Finally in
despair a shoestring sale is often made to a less desirable buyer
than the owner. Debt-adjustment commissions
should study each case and make recommendations for settle-
ment for all creditors. Such recommendations from a disinter-
ested party would save many owners and help many lenders and
would keep many of the cases out of the courts. If the Govern-
ment lending agencies wish to lend more money they will do
more good by taking up the safer of the underlying mort-
gages In such cases than by direct loans to the lending corpora-
tions, which do not get at the root of the trouble.

While it is not’the purpose of this discussion to consider what
the individual can do for himself, I should like to insert one
plece of advice to the millions of farmers and city home owners
who are losing their homes and lifetime savings. If one has a
good farm it seems to me that the best thing to do is to retain
possession of it as long as possible in the hope that some tempo-

rise In prices, or possibly a monetary change, will enable him
to keep the property. If he gives up, the savings are surely gone.
mutﬂe to lose from holding on as long as any slight chance

The man who has failed in business or is out of work is blamed
for it, and he often blames himself. This is adding insult to
injury. Most of the failures are not due to unsound business
but to unstable money, for which no individual is to blame. The
farmer or business man who has failed should not be despondent
or commit suicide. He should feel like & man who has just gone

a tornado, stripped of his property but escaped with his
life. His family and friends should treat him accordingly.

It is not improbable that the high value of gold will result in
discoveries of it so that a later generation will have inflation.

The general attitude of the public seems to be to prefer to write
everything down in terms of gold rather than raise the price of
gold. The strain on public credit to feed unemployed persons and
the social confusion from such general bankruptcies may make it
impossible to complete the process. No such violent deflation has
yet been carried through by any modern nation,

If the process is carried through, a new generation can be pros-
perous—except as foolish laws remain to plague it. Any price level
is satisfactory after business is adjusted to it.

REFLATION

The effect of rising prices is the same regardless of the cause.
If for any reason the price level is restored, it does not mean that
all prices will rise equally. Many prices have not declined or have
declined little. Restoring the price level would relieye them of the
necessity of declining. The major ones are debts and taxes. If
commodity prices were raised, buying would begin, because rising
prices cause buying. Jobs would be available. Houses would be
in demand. The debts and taxes on the houses and farms could
be paid and the debts would not have to be cut by bankruptcy.

The former amount of life Insurance would be desired.

Many charges, such as freight rates, doctors’ fees, telephone

rates, and the like, are already adjusted to the price level that
would be established. They would not rise but would be relieved
from falling.
Costs of distribution would rise very little. Therefore prices paid
to farmers and other producers would rise much more than retail
prices. This would bring farm prices into adjustment with other
prices, It is sometimes sald that two steps are necessary—first,
restore the price level; and second, restore the relationships of
farm prices to other prices. If the first step Is taken, the second
follows automatically.

Prices of basic commodities, such as copper, corn, wheat, and
cotton, would rise very decidedly, because they are so far below
the price level that would be restored.

The declines in values of homes and farms would be stopped.

In general, the prices that have not yet declined would be
m from declining, and those that have declined would be

Probably nothing s more universally wished for than a rise in
commodity prices. We are willing to have the Farm Board buy
wheat and cotton, pile tariff on tariff, lend billions of Government
money—all in the hope that commodity prices may rise. But
when any proposal is put forward that will raise the whole price
level it is commonly considered sacrilegious. There is probably no
other subject on which so many people have formed positive con-
victions without scientific evidence, It is the responsibility of
farm organizations to give consideration to the various possible
methods of procedure,

‘When & city is on fire, there are only two ways to proceed. One
is to let it burn itself out and get ready for the next generation
to build a new city; the other is to attempt to put out the fire, even
at the risk of some damage from water. Perhaps I should men-
tioé:a.thlrdwayoftryhgtodisposeo!ltbysaymgmtltdoea
not exist. 2

Bince the general level of commodity prices is the reciprocal
of the value of money, there is no way to raise the price level
except as the value of money declines or is lowered by law.

WHAT STABILIZATION MEANS

Stabilizing -the commodity price level does not mean that any
singie commodity will be free from fluctuations in price due to
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the supply of it or the demand for it. It does mean that com-
modity prices as a whole may be freed from being swept up or
down as a mass due either to world supply of gold or frantic
changes in the demand for it. There are many proposals for lim-
ited or complete stabilization.

CREDIT EXPANSION

A gradual and slow increase in the amount of monetary circu-
lation plus bank deposits per dollar of gold in the United States
has been taking place for many years. There is no indication that
the Federal Reserve System has speeded up this normal growth
of circulation plus credit per dollar of gold. Whenever the normal
is much exceeded a reactlon occurs.

Some persons believe that the Federal Reserve System is to
blame for the decline in prices and that there is gold enough to
maintain predeflation prices if credit were properly managed. The
evidence indicates that a rise in the value of gold was inevitable
with the return of the world-wide demand for it. Credit manage-
ment might have prevented a part of the stock-market boom. No
evidence has been found that credit management could have pre-
vented a decline in commodity prices or that the 1929 commodity
prices can be restored by credit management and still maintain
the present price of gold. 1

By the management of credit it is possible to throw commodity
prices out of line with gold by a limited amount. There Is no
indication that any permanent change in this relationship can
be accomplished in this way. Overexpansion of credit brings on
a reaction, and so does overcontraction of credit, The policy of
the PFederal Government in 1932 was based on the theory that
prices could be raised by credit. The Reconstruction Finance
Corporation lent money to many agencies in the expectation
that credit expansion by the Reconstruction Finance Corporation
and the Federal Reserve banks would raise prices and restore
equities back of securities and start business activity. The policy
did check contraction, at least temporarily; but only a rise in the
price structure can stop bankruptcies and start employment. It
is not possible to expand credit sufficiently to do this and still
maintain the present price of gold.

CURRENCY EXPANSION

It is very easy to raise the price level by an expansion of the
currency, but any expansion that is sufficient to restore the prices
of commodities to the debt level would make it impossible to con-
tinue to redeem each of the paper dollars with 23.22 of gold.
There is no way of printing paper money that will make it possible
materially to change the relative values of gold and commodities.

REMONETIZATION OF SILVER

By adopting bimetallism or symmetallism it is possible to set
any price level that is desired, If silver is remonetized, it should
certainly be done by symmetalism, as proposed by the great Eng-
lish economist, Alfred Marshall. This proposal is now receiving
considerable attention in England. It is very simple. Instead of
having a dollar exchange for 23.22 grains of gold, it would ex-
change for some given weight of gold plus a given weight of
silver. Since two commodities are more stable than one, and since
silver production is less erratic than gold production, such a
money would be more stable than gold. If once established, it
would work in the same way in which the gold standard works,
except for greater stability.

BREVALUATION

Most of the Continent of Europe has reduced the weight of gold
in the monetary unit. It is probable that England and the 30
other countries that have suspended the gold standard will do
the same. If so, this will leave the United States as one of the
very few countries that attempts to maintain the pre-war price
of gold regardless of the supply of it or demand for it.

France reduced the weight of gold in the franc by four fifths, so
that when our prices are 100 her price level is about 500. The
present outlook is that England will probably reduce the amount
of gold in the pound by 30-50 percent. The United States re-
duced the weight of gold in the dollar by 6.25 percent in 1834.
By reducing the weight of gold in the dollar any desired price level
cam be established. The future course of prices would depend on
future supply of gold and future demand for it.

MANAGED CURRENCY

Two proposals have been advanced to provide for a permanently
stable measure of value. One of these proposes a managed cur-
rency to be controlled by central banks in such a way as to keep
the average of commodity prices stable. To operate such a system
requires willingness and intelligence in the bank management, and
freedom from influence by politics or desire for profits.

At innumerable times in history, the gold standard has broken
down and a managed currency has been substituted. After great
revolutions such as the American Revolution, the French Revolu-
tion, and the German Revolution at attempts to pay reparations,
nations were so completely bankrupt that their currencies were
“not worth a continental.”

At innumerable other times, after the failure of the gold stand-
ard, a managed currency has been operated with a considerable
degree of success. England had such a currency from 1915 to 1925
and has had such a cuwrrency since September 1931. Prices in
England since she left the gold standard have been more stable
than prices here. Apparently, such a country as England could
permanently operate such a currency successfully. The possibility
of a managed currency should not be judged entirely by its success
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?rumnme when conditions are so bad that the gold standard has
alled.

THE COMFENSATED DOLLAR

The compensated dollar is a proposal to establish by law a cur-
rency redeemable in gold, but the weight of gold for which the
dollar would exchange would vary with the index number of whole-
sale prices of all commodities; that is, if prices rose 1 percent, the
weight of gold for which the dollar would exchange would rise 1
percent. If prices fell 1 percent, the dollar would exchange for 1
percent less gold. The gold would be kept in bars in the Treasury
and central banks. This would keep the dollar stable in buying
power for the average of all commodities.

The dollar has to be rubber either as to weight or as to value.
It cannot have a fixed weight and also have a fixed value. This
Proposal would give it a fixed value and a rubber weight. It raises
the fundamental question as to whether a medium of exchange
should be fixed in weight or fixed in value.

A sclentific money is one with a contant buying power for all
commodities rather than a fixed weight of one commodity. Our
whole tax and debt structure rests on commodity prices. If this
structure is to be kept sound either for the creditor or the debtor,
it is commeodity prices that need to be kept stable, not the weight
of gold for which a dollar will exchange. .

THE GOLD CLAUSE

A considerable number of bonds in the United States call for
payment in a gold dollar of present weight and fineness. This
does not apply to Federal land-bank bonds or mortgages, nor to
most of the mortgages of Joint-stock land banks and life-insurance
companies. These agencies agree to pay their creditors in lawful
money and are therefore protected if they collect lawful money
from their debtors.

The problem today is not whether creditors will be paid in any
g:nlcular brand of a dollar, but whether they will get anything.

metimes they get less than nothing, for they get a non-income-
paying property with delinquent taxes. If the dollar is revalued,
Congress will probably invalidate such contracts or, if this is con-
sidered to be unconstitutional, can easily tax the profits derived
from such a source by a sufficient amount to prevent collection.

If the price level were restored, business would proceed, jobs
would be available, taxpayers would be relieved of feeding millions
of unemployed, and it would be easier to pay one third more than
the bond calls for than it now is to pay the present sum.

The gold clause is probably of little value to any creditor and
even if enforced it is a minor matter when considering the in-
numerable effects of deflation. Ten million unemployed is a far
more serious matter than the gold clause.

If we continue to allow our whole price and debt structure to
be based on accidental discoveries of some one commodity or the
accidents of demand for it, we should not be surprised to see the
social system that depends on such an unstable medium of ex-
change seriously threatened. The present revolutions and political
upheavals in the world are the direct and indirect results of a
break-down in the medium of exchange. If such a monetary sys-
tem continues, every investor, farmer, home owner, and business
man should give first atiention to the probable supplies of and
demand for gold, before he considers the details of his business.

Committee for the Nation's summary of the “five next steps”
sent with the entire text in proof form to the press of the United
States and all agricultural papers on April 6, 1933: -

EUMMARY
To Agditors: )
embargo on gold exports and suspension of specie ents
as first steps prerequisite to rebuilding the price !aav?el la.m!l)a rS;l[g;art-
ll?gubusmess were urged in February by the Committee for the
ation.

These two steps were among the first acts of the Roosevelt
administration. The favorable effects, however, experienced in
other countries of suspending specie payments have so far been
thwarted in the United States through exchange restrictions.
These have the mistaken purpose of keeping our dollar abroad up
at gold parity, which acts to hold down our domestic price level.

The committee's recommendation to the President and Congress
of five next steps to rebuild prices and restore purchasing power
includes immediate discontinuance of such exchange restrictions.

The five steps, briefly summarized, are:

1. Reopening of maximum number of banks by a very liberal
use of powers granted under the emergency banking legislation,
and maintenance of confidence through protection of the banks
reopened as sound.

2. Continuance of the embargo on gold export and suspension
of specie payment. Consultation with Great Britain with a view
to simultaneous return to the gold standard; each nation, how-
ever, to determine for itself a basis that will give it a satisfactory
domestic price level.

3. Discontinuance of efforts to keep the dollar at its former gold
parity. We must resume the free dealing in sterling and other
foreign exchange. If this does not suffice, the United States
should sell dollar exchange to depress the price so that foreign
countries can acquire it at lower cost to pay their debts to us
and use it in buying goods from American agriculture and
industry.

4, Announcement that before lifting the gold embargo the
United States Treasury will revalue gold; an arbitrary temporary
increase of 756 percent—from $20.67 to $36.17 per ounce—is recom-
mended -as sufficient to restore prices to the level of 1926. This
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would have the effect of reducing Europe's debt to us, in terms
of gold, by more than 40 percent.

5. Creation of a nonpartisan board to stabilize the United States
general wholesale price level at 100—where it stood In 1926—and
to steady the dollar at a desirable level after allowing foreign
currencies to rise in comparison with dollar exchange.

COMMITTEE FOR THE NATION,
205 East Forty-second Street, New York City, N.Y.

INVESTIGATION OF CAUSES OF DIRIGIBLE DISASTERS

Mr. TRAMMELL. Mr. President, on day before yester-
day the House passed a concurrent resolution (H.Con.Res.
15) providing for an investigation of the wreck of the Akron
and other dirigibles by a joint committee, consisting of five
Members of the Senate and five Members of the House, the
members of the joint committee to be appointed by the
Presiding Officers of the respective Houses. This morning
the Senate Committee on Naval Affairs met and unani-
mously directed a favorable report of the concurrent reso-
lution. On behalf of the committee I now report the House
concurrent resolution and ask unanimous consent to have
5 minutes in which to have it considered and passed.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Florida asks
unanimous consent for the present consideration of the
resolution just reported by him.

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I am not advised as to the
contents of the resolution.

Mr. TRAMMELL. I have just related the contents of it.

Mr. McNARY. I was unable to hear all the Senator said.
I think I shall have to object to taking up any other business
at this time until we dispose of the unfinished business, and
particularly of the pending amendment. Entertaining that
view, I will have to object.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Objection is made. The Chair
is advised that under the rule the concurrent resolution
should be referred to the Committee to Audit and Control
the Contingent Expenses of the Senate, and, without objec-
tion, that reference will be made.

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION INTRODUCED

Bills and a joint resolution were introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimous consent, the second time, and
referred as follows:

By Mr. HALE:

A bill (S. 1318) granting a pension to Mary L. Bryant
(with accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. DILL:

A bill (S. 1319) to provide for the establishment, opera-
tion, and maintenance of foreign-trade zones in ports of
entry of the United States, to expedite and encourage for-
eign commerce, and for other purposes; to the Committee
on Commerce.

By Mr. BRATTON:

A bill (8. 1321) authorizing adjustment of the claim of
Korber Realty, Inc.; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. NEELY:

A bill (S. 1322) granting a pension to Fletcher M. Boso;
and

A bill (S. 1323) granting a pension to Phoebe L. Ray; to
the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. JOHNSON:

A bill (8, 1324) to authorize the Secretary of the Navy to
proceed with the construction of certain public works, and
for other purposes;

A Dbl (S. 1325) to authorize the Secretary of the Navy
to proceed with the construction of certain public works,
and for other purposes;

A bill (S. 1326) to authorize the Secretary of the Navy to
proceed with the construction of certain public works, and
for other purposes; and

A bill (S. 1327) to authorize the Secretary of the Navy to
proceed with the construction of certain public works, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on Naval Affairs,

By Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana:

A bill (S. 1328) to provide for the donation of certain
Army equipment to posts of the American Legion; to the
Committee on Military Affairs,

A bill (8. 1329) granting a pension to Anna R. Robbins;
to the Committee on Pensions.
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By Mr. McGILL:

A bill (8. 1330) authorizing an appropriation for the con-
tinuation of certain hearings by the Interstate Commerce
Commission; to the Committee on Interstate Commerce.

By Mr. REED:

A bill (8. 1331) for the relief of Elsie Segar, administra-
trix of C. M. A. Sorensen and of Holger E. Sorensen (with
accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. McCARRAN:

A bill (8. 1332) to amend the act entitled “An act for the
relief of unemployment through the performance of useful
public work, and for other purposes”, approved March 31,
1933; to the Committee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. GEORGE:

A joint resolution (S.J.Res. 41) to provide for the pub-
lication of certain transactions in cotton on boards of trade
and exchanges; to the Committee on Agriculture and For-
estry.

INTERSTATE WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION ACT

Mr. WAGNER. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
to introduce a bill and have it referred to the Committee
on Interstate Commerce, and also that the statement ac-
companying the bill may be printed in the Recorp and
referred to the committee.

The bill (S. 1320) to provide compensation for disability
or death resulting from injury to employees in interstate
commerce, and for other purposes, was read twice by its
title and referred to the Committee on Interstate Commerce.

The statement presented by Mr. WacNerR to accompany
the bill was referred to the Committee on Interstate Com-
merce and ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

FEDERAL WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION FOR INTERSTATE-COMMERCE
EMPLOYEES

Twenty years ago a congressional committee reported volumi-
nously in favor of a workmen's compensation act for railway em-
ployees injured in interstate commerce. There was substantial
agreement between railroad employers and rallroad workers in
favor of compensation legislation, but the official commission bill,
although passed in modified form by both Houses of Congress,
was permitted to die.

Meanwhile workmen's compensation has been almost universally
adopted in this country to replace the antiquated system of em-
ployers' liability suits for damages. Interstate-commerce em-
ployees comprise the most impertant group of workers remaining
without this modern protection, which experience has demon-
strated to be for the best interests of employers, employees, and
the whole community.

In January 1932, at the joint meeting of representatives of rail-
way operators and railway unions, steps were taken looking to-
ward earnest consideration of action by Congress on a Federal
workmen's compensation law for interstate-commerce employees.

On June 23, 1932, I introduced the proposed Federal Interstate
Workmen's Compensation Act, drafted by the American Associa-
tion for Labor Legislation in cooperation with representatives of
the groups most directly affected and with the assistance of com-
pensation administrators throughout the country. I did this in
order that there might be a concrete plan available for considera-
tion. This bill was again submitted to compensation admin-
istrators, representatives of the transportation unions, legal ad-
visers, and others for criticism and suggestions. Following ex-
tensive correspondence and numerous conferences, approximately
25 improving amendments were made to the bill by the associa-
tion, and it was reintroduced in revised form on February 27,
1833, as 5. 5695. This revised draft was again referred for study
to compensation experts and those directly affected, including
representatives of railroad carriers and representatives of the
unions. Final perfecting adjustments recommended as a result
of this latest submission, were incorporated in the bill before its
introduction at the present session of Congress.

This proposed act follows somewhat closely the well-tested Fed-
eral Longshoremen’s Act of 1927 and {8 to be administered by the
existing United Btates Employees’ Compensation Commission, aug-
mented by two additional commissioners, one to represent em-
ployers in interstate commerce and one to represent employees
in interstate commerce. Costs of administration are prorated
among insurance carriers, including self-insurers, as is done in
New York and a number of other States including Delaware,
Georgia, Eentucky, Maryland, Missouri, New Jersey, North Caro-
lina, Texas, and Virginia.

From the general welfare viewpoint as well as a matter of
simple justice to injured workers in interstate commerce and
their employers, the time should be no longer delayed for the
enactment of this modern scientific accident legislation.

MUSCLE SHOALS—AMENDMENT
Mr. BANKHEAD submitted an amendment intended to

be proposed by him to Senate bill 1272, the Muscle Shoals
bill, which was ordered to lie on the table and to be printed.
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RELIEF OF AGRICULTURE—AMENDMENTS

Mr. VanpEnBerG and Mr. Harrierp each submitted an
amendment and Mr. CostrcaNy submitted two amendments
intended to be proposed by them, respectively, to the bill
(H.R. 3835) to relieve the existing national economic emer-
gency by increasing purchasing power, which were severally
ordered to lie on the table and fo be printed.

INVESTIGATION OF CHANGES IN THE CURRENCY SYSTEM

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. President, I ask leave to submit
a resolution, to have it read, printed, and lie on the table.
At the first opportunity I shall call it up and ask for its
consideration.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? The Chair
hears none.

The resolution (S.Res. 61) was read and ordered to lie
on the table, as follows:

Whereas it is the sense of the Senate that economic and
financial conditions require a change In our currency system for
the purpose of raising commodity prices and restoring normal
debt-paying power: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Committee on Banking and Currency Iis
hereby instructed to investigate the following methods of bring-
ing about the objectives above stated:

First. Reducing the number of grains of gold in the dollar.

Second. Issuance of Federal Reserve bank mnotes or Federal
Reserve notes.

Third. Retirement of Government bonds and the issuance of
Treasury notes in payment for same.

Fourth. Remonetization of silver or other use of silver.

Fifth. Issuance of stamp money.

Sixth. Any other method or plan the committee may decide
should be investigated.

The committee is instructed to report within 30 days its find-
ings to the Senate and present a bill or bills which, in the judg-
ment of the committee, will best accomplish the objectives stated
in the preamble of this resolution.

TRENDS OF THE TIMES IN LEGISLATIVE REFORMS

Mr. NYE, Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to
have printed in the REcorp an editorial appearing in the
Dayton Daily News entitled “ Trends of the Times ”, relat-
ing to certain legislative reforms.

There being no objection, the editorial was ordered printed
in the REcorp, as follows:

[From the Dayton (Ohio) Daily News]
TRENDS OF THE TIMES

Through the ether the well-known voice of Senator Norris, of
Nebraska—the radio makes the voices of our leaders as familiar as
their faces—telling what, in the light of his 30 years’ experience
as a legislator, a model State legislature would be like.

All of our States, copying from the forefathers, have tricameral
legislatures. They think they have bicameral legislatures, but
that is a mistake. Instead of two houses, Senator Norris points
out, there are three.

There is the house of representatives, always the largest branch
of the legislature. Then there is the more exclusive senate.
Where does the third branch come in?

It comes in when house and senate have done their work. One
of the two houses passes a bill. It goes to the other, where almost
invariably amendments of various sorts are attached. The house
has passed one bill; the senate another. The law must agree with
itself. What is to be done?

The answer brings into being the third and, commonly, most
important branch of all, the conference committee.

Each house appoints conferees. The conferees of the two houses
make up the conference committee. This committee, usually in
secret session, puts the two bills together, fixes up a bill of its
own. The conference hill then goes back to house and senate,
They must take it as it comes or throw it out as it comes. Usually
they feel obliged to take it. The law as passed is then not the
law as framed by the house and senate, but the law as framed
by that powerful third branch of the legislature, the conference
committee.

It is in conference frequently that the jokers attach themselves
to the law.

There is also a fourth branch of the legislature, an unofficial
branch. It is called the lobby. * * * Out of these 4-branch
legislatures, the vast confusion which we know as lawmaking.

The Senator who wrote the twentieth amendment to the Na-
tional Constitution, which the country now unanimously approves,
would change this complicated legislative sceme. It is in this
jungle of a 3- or 4-branch law-making body that the political
reptiles hide, he thinks, He would clear it up.

He would reduce the legislature of many branches to & legisla-
ture of one branch. Then he would make that branch small—
small enough to be highly visible, highly responsible. He would
pay them encugh to permit them to give their time to thelr job.

In his own State of Nebraska he would have a l-house legisla-
ture of about 20 members, He would elect them for 4 years. He
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would elect them without a party name or slign. What a State
legislator believes about national affairs has nothing to do, Senator
Norris says, with his fitness to direct a State. He would have his
legislators elected on their own merits, not on the merits of their
political ancestors.

These 20 legislators would be few enough to function effectively
as a deliberative body. They would have time to familiarize them-
selves with affairs of the State. They would become foo well in-
formed to be easily fooled by the lobby folk whose trade is fooling
lezislators.

A hundred legislators are fooled into doing the wrong thing, the
veteran Benator says, to one who is bought into doing the wrong
thing. Most legislators are honest, but not all of them are smart;
and the larger the legislative boedy, the less able the members are
to know what is going on, the more certain they are to be fooled.

Our great-great-grandfathers, who threaded forest paths on
horseback with a clean shirt and a plug of chewing tobacco In
their saddle bags, found the 2-branch legislature of their great-
great-grandparents good enough for them. We ride in airplanes,
but the 2-branch legislature is with us yet.

When representative government took ifs beginning, the peoples
were divided rigidly into castes. In the English-speaking world
the people were divided, for political purposes, into humble com-
mons and exalted lords. The lords could not think of sitting with
the commoners. Besides, they had special privileges of their own
to preserve.

So they had a legislative branch of their own, the House of
Lords. And the commons had a house of their own, the House of
Commons; and the two branches were independent of each other
and, to keep the people from ruling too completely, the lords
could veto the commons as the Senate can veto the House.

The time came to set up governments in free America. Here
there were no castes, no lords and commoners; there were only
people. And even as, to this day, the drinker of water from a
Jjug pours out a little as a libation to the gods in which his
ancestors believed, but of which he does not even know the name,
so our fathers, though there were no lords and commoners to
think about, framed their legislatures as if there were.

They quit sawing their lumber by hand. They turned from
oxen to tractors. They gave up the stagecoach and adopted the
railroad train. They tore away, with great pain, from the as-
tronomy of Ptolemy and clove to that of Copernicus. They re-
jected Darwin and then accepted him. They permitted yellow
fever to be changed from an act of God to a unnecessary visitation
of a mosquito. But to their 2- 3- or 4-branch legislature they
have clung. And when Senator Norris says to use our heads and
get a legislature to match our other modern things, we say:
“ There goes that wild western radical again.”

HOW TO RESTORE PROSPERITY

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to
have printed in the Recorp an article written by a farmer’s
wife in North Dakota entitled *“ How I Would Restore Pros-
perity to AIL”

There being no chjection, the article was ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

HOW I WOULD RESTORE PROSPERITY TO ALL

Today all the earth is smiling in God's glorious sunshine and
like unto the busy little ant, whose little ant hill, the only home
nest which it has on earth, is turned over and disrupted by a
thoughless child—just so arises a sorrowful picture of disrupted
and broken farm homes and frantic people running hither and
yon, without knowing where they are to lay their weary souls
and tired bodies. Next:

No recourse is left unto them but to perish, and thousands
have already done that very thing. Thousands, perhaps millions,
are staggering along, trying to hold on and save a portion of
their beloved homes and farms, only to drop by the wayside from
weakness and exhaustion.

No protection, no help or relief is found or offered to the
tired, weary souls who have toiled and tilled the soil for count-
less generations and now stand, perhaps at the evening of their
lives, forsaken and salone, perishing, perishing, for the want of
a “cup” of loving kindness and understanding from the hands
of their neighbor, Big Business,

This is the sad and depressing picture that i{s flashing on the
screen of life for me today—broken-hearted farmers and their
loved ones—my friends and neighbors. Broken homes and bleed-
ing hearts are raising hands of supplication to the world, asking
and pleading for mercy toward their loved ones. Pleading for
true and individual personal help and rellef, salvation and pro-
tection.

In this bitter and terrifying battle of the Armageddon which
is belng fought in the East (each individual human heart), my
loved ones, my husband, myself, and our “ homesteaded farm "
stand out in the very center of the melee; on the battle front.

Peace must come quickly if any love of farm life 1s to be saved
for the future and this woeful depression end. How can the
world expect its young generation to follow in an industry that
has become as weak and ill-paid as tilling the soil?

America’s young generation has eyes and ears, its head, and
entire body turned in the direction of big business,

Life is young, joyous, and free; as yet undeveloped enough
mentally to see the vision of the development of blg business,
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from the humble tiller of the sofl, whom God created In the
beginning of the world.

God created money as a medium of exchange. Therefore money
is good. The evil name which clings to money sometimes comes
from the way this human family of God handles and dispenses
His gracious medium of exchange.

Surely the farmer, tiller of the soil and true agriculturist, is
entitled to a living wage pald to him in real money for the work
he does for the rest of the human family, Also some joy, recrea-
tion, and comforts in life, for his life of faithful service to all
mankind. Money, justly earned, faithfully worked for, and joy-
ously shared and circulated within the great order of the father-
hood of God and the brotherhood of man here on earth, there
is not another business in the world which would continue to
operate below production costs and serve the human race with
foodstufls for years as the United States of America farmers have
done for the past 11 years.

Great financial showers of relief are falling upon big business,
wise and otherwise, but the drought-stricken farms and farmers—
what about them?

Their suffering grows more intense and their burden heavier
each day. Crops continue to grow and be grown at a loss to the
producer, prices remain very low, but the crop of high interest
rates on mortgages, delinquent taxes, private loans, and interest,
doctor bills, and the children's school supplies continue to grow
and flourish at a great rate, Farmers want to pay their bills,
taxes, interest on loans, and all indebtedness; to help the rest
of the world overcome the depression; but they are *“ broke”, in
debt, and helpless.

On the altar of the mind, Christ ministers to all mankind. Far
be it from me to censure or criticize my brothers and sisters in
spirit, and fellow sufferers in the present world-wide depression.
All the world is trying to find a remedy and heal our present
trouble and we are all dolng the best we know how; so who can
say or know whether my simple word picture may not have within
it the seed for a real depression cure needed today?

Without the farmer, healthy, happy, and prosperous, the Gov-
ernment cannot function. Next to God stands our Government
and we are all loyal to our God and our Government. So I say
if I were the Government I would make an amortization loan to
each individual farmer—not through a corporation—direct of the
entire amount of each debtor’s indebtedness plus all interest and
a sufficiently large extra sum of ready money to carry on for a
whole year, upon a low rate of interest, let us say 2 percent and
1 percent on principal. Amortization for 20 or 25 years or more
if necessary to keep a perfect balance.

The borrower would have to be a genuine farmer, tilling the
soil for a living, one in danger of losing his home, farm, or other
personal property, or one who has already been foreclosed upon
and still has a redemption period to lean upon.

I would ascertain the amount of each need from the farmer
himself, verify it, at the tax office, mortgage, and bank loan reg-
istry, if necessary, Then I would issue a Government check for
the entire amount of indebtedness recorded by the depressed
debtor, plus a large enough sum of money to see him through to
the finish of another g season.

I would also designate the bank, preferably a local one, where
Government check was to be deposited and annual installments
paid in the future. I would register my faith in the farmer and
borrower by allowing him to keep all redeemed papers in his own
hands or in safe deposit at the bank where installments are being

Perhaps I, as the Government, would be called upon to have my
faith shaken, knocked about, and badly bent in some instances,
but not many., The farmers are too true, honest, and upright a
people to stoop to cheating their Government; that would indeed
be poor policy. It just is not done that way among true tillers
of the soll.

This cup of loving kindness and true relief and help handed to
friend farmer by his friend the Government would indeed take
the crucified spirit of agriculture from the cross and allow its soul
to rise again from the dead, much to the joy and glory of the
entire world.

Here is a picture of the transfiguration, which would begin to
take place immediately:

First, you will see a look of joy in the face of the farmer and
his family. *“Joy, oh joy ", says he, “ Thank God, I can now pay
all my bills and hold my head up again.”

Second, * Joy, oh joy ", sing the many creditors. ‘“Money, real
money from Mr. Farmer at last. I was beginning to think I would
never get it.”

Third, fourth, and fifth step, “ Joy, oh, joy,” rings in the hearts
of business, manufacture, and the home of the workingman; jobs
are again open.

Sixth, closed banks begin to see hope, and joyfully prepare to
help a good cause along. They did not go into business to with-
hold the depositors’ money. Neither are they dishonest. :

And seventh, our Government, which made all this joy possible
by a bona fide Christian service and loan helps to swell the song
of joy as it rings in the hearts of its people. And as praise and
loving kindness again wells up in our sore hearts, “old man
depression  will slip away and die from lack of attention.

Yours very truly,
1, C. M., a Farmer's Wife.

5-DAY WEEK AND 6-HOUR DAY

Mr. BLACK. Mr. President, I am going to send to the
desk a letter dated the 11th of April. For obvious reasons,
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I have erased the name of the town from which this letter
comes and I have also deleted the name of the writer. I
have done that for his protection. This letter is in line with
numerous other letters I have received and illustrates the
reason why Senators are receiving letters from persons who
work in factories purporting to be against the 30-hour week
bill. This letter is but one of many letters I have received
explaining why Senators are getting letters signed by work-
ers. I could put in a great many more letters of similar
import, but I am going only to ask that this letter be read
at this time, and I invite the attention of Senators who have
received letters from workers throughout the country to this
letter.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the request
of the Senator from Alabama? The Chair hears none, and
the letter presented by him will be read.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

Armm 11, 1933,
Mr. Huco L. Brack.

Dear Senaror: In regards to your 30-hour-week workday.

I understand that all or some of the mill officials are asking the
employees to sign for a 10-hour workday, telling them that their
wages would be cut to half if they work only 6 hours a day. I
am a textile worker., The plant in which I work I work 13 hours
per mght. 5 nlghts per week when we are on full time. I run four
spinning frames for $12.50 per week. Now they have speeded the
machines so I can't run bui three. That cuts my wages one fourth
andgetthesameproductiononstramsathatlgotmiatone
fourth less wages.

It seems to me that the mill officials are taking the advantage
of the working people because they have to work and ask them to
sign such paper. ;

Yours truly,

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr.
Chaffee, one of its clerks, announced that the House had
passed a joint resolution (H.J.Res. 152) to provide for the
payment of pages for the Senate and House of Representa-
tives for the first session of the Seventy-third Congress, in
which it requested the concurrence of the Senate.

RELIEF OF AGRICULTURE

The Senate resumed consideration of the bill (H.R. 3835)
to relieve the existing national economic emergency by
increasing agricultural purchasing power.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from EKansas [Mr. McGriLl
to the amendment reported by the committee.

Mr. McNARY. Mr, President, yesterday afternoon was
almost entirely occupied in a discussion of the pending com-
mittee amendment, being part 3 of the unfinished business, .
which is a new prescription in the matfer of farm legisla-
tion with regard to the fixing of prices. I think I can
probably recall all the measures which have heretofore been
advanced designed to raise the price level of agricultural
commodities. I shall start with the old McNary-Haugen
bill, which sought to provide what is known as the “ equili-
zation fee.” Under that bill the measure of the price the
farmer should receive for his products was the current price
plus the tariff. In other words, the slogan was, “ We are
attempting to make the tariff effective as to all crops of
which we have an exportable surplus.” Of course, in its
nature the bill was price fixing. About that I have no
criticism at this time. Twice that measure was vetoed by
the President.

Later on the Senate and the House passed and the Presi-
dent vetoed a bill embodying what is known as the “ deben-
ture plan.” That also attempted to make the tariff effective
by fixing the price to the farmer at the average current
price plus the tariff, except that as to such commodities as
cotton, on which there was no tariff, a specific sum was
arbitrarily specified by the Congress as the measure of com-
pensation. Y

In the allotment bill, which passed the House of Repre-
sentatives the first of the present year, a fixed price was
ascertained by what is called the “fair exchange value plus
the current average price.” That plan, Mr. President, is car-
ried into the pending bill for the purpose of determining the.
tax to be assessed against the processor and the sum to be
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paid the farmer for his products embraced in the basic com-
modities mentioned in the bill.

Part 3 is a new venture in the matter of the fixing of
values for agricultural products. It was brought into this
bill by the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry because
it was stoutly insisted that it should be made a part of the
bill by Mr. John A. Simpson, the very able and capable man-
ager of the Farmers Union. That organization, Mr. Presi~-
dent, for a number of years has pleaded with the Congress
whenever it undertook to legislate on the question of farm
relief to base such relief on what may be called the “ cost of
production.”

I appreciate the very many difficulties necessarily encoun-
tered in arriving at a determination of the cost of produc-
tion. They are also difficulties, as pointed out by the able
Senator from Montana yesterday with respect to the appli-
cation of other formulas in this bill; but they are not insu-
perable; nor do I claim that the difficulties in regard to
part 3 are insurmountable.

What is the formula provided under that part of the bill
was the question discussed yesterday, and to it I wish now
very briefly to refer. The Department of Agriculture has
never fixed any particular measure of compensation which
should be paid to the growers measured by the cost of pro-
duction. It has made estimates of the cost of production
through the Bureau of Agricultural Economics, but no final

and certain determination has been made by the Depart--

ment. It is impossible to reach that point where we can
say, as a rule, “ this is the cost of production,” on account of
the many human elements involved, the varying conditions
of soil and weather in the different sections of the country,
and also the diverse methods of culture as applied to hus-
bandry on the farm; but the Department of Agriculture has
made an estimate which is fairly accurate in regard to the
cost of production, including in its estimate the elements of
interest on the investment of the farmer, operating costs,
taxes, and other interest.

Those four are the major elements taken into considera-
tion, but even a determination of those four elements leaves
an uncertain base, because the human factor itself should
probably be classified as the first one of the group of four.
Consequently when we approach the subject it is extremely
difficult, with the limited experience the Department has
had, absolutely to fix the cost of production. I think that
is obvious from the standpoint of anybody who will con-
sider the question.

However, Mr. President, this great farm organization, the
Farmers Union, has insisted, inasmuch as we have provided
about $2,000,000 a year in order to study this particular
problem, that we invoke the studies made by the Depart-
ment and encourage it to go forward in order that it may
ultimately reach what might be called a “ basis of accuracy ”
with respect to the cost of production. The committee, I
think, had that in mind, and, as an alternative plan, even
though it would be difficult of operation, considered that it
should be incorporated in the bill in order that the Secre-
tary of Agriculture might employ it if he so desired.

Now, as to the guestion of fair exchange value, there has
been some doubt expressed and there have also been some
inaccuracies of statement. This bill, Mr. President, fixes a
maximum price which farmers will receive for their prod-
ucts. That value is fixed upon the present current average
price of the product plus the difference between that cur-
rent average price and the pre-war exchange value during
the base period from 1909 to 1914. It is true that as the
current average price fluctuates from day to day so there is
& fluctuation in the amount of the tax imposed upon the
processors; of that there can be no doubt whatsoever.

Each day it will be essential and necessary for the Secre-
tary of Agriculture to promulgate information setting forth
the current exchange value of the various products on that
day; and as the daily value of products sold in the open
market varies, or as it increases, so will there be a decrease
or a diminution in the tax paid by the processors; but that
in no wise affects the price level, which is stationary and
which is based upon the fair exchange value during the pre-
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war period of 1909 to 1914, plus the average current price.
That introduces a feature about which I spoke the other day
regarding the arbitrary power given to the Secretary from
time to time to change the processing tax.

Mr. President, I appreciate the uncertainty in arriving
at the cost of production; however, I shall go along with
the committee, as I usually do, and support the optional
formula specified herein. If it is indefinite, probably the
Secretary of Agriculture will not employ it. It may be a
prescription that finally, in use, may become something more
certain than the estimates are today. In order, however—
and that is really what I rose for—to get the expression of
Mr. Simpson, who is the head of the Farmers Union, as to
what he thought the specifications should be in respect to
arriving at what he thought was the cost of production, I
ask unanimous consent that the clerk read from the desk the °
part that I have marked on pages 123 and 124 of the testi-
mony given before the Senate Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry by Mr. John A. Simpson, president of the Farmers
Union, at a hearing on March 27, 1933.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the clerk will
read, as requested.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

Senator McGriL. Under your theory, Mr. Simpson, would you fix
the price at the exact cost of production? Is that your idea?

Mr. SmvpsoN. Including interest on investment. I might say, if
we had our national secretary here, who is our expert in a plan for
developing costs of farm crops, it would be most interesting to hear
him. He is an expert on it. We have had him in places where
there would be a hundred economists, and he would present his
plan and they were unable to find any holes in {t.

I can just in a word tell you how we set up costs. It is very
different from the way the Agriculture Department does it. Take,
for instance, a wheat farmer. We find out what is the average-
sized wheat farmer. We find, say, that the average wheat farmer
produces 200 acres; then we find out what the average production
for a wheat farmer is that has 200 acres. Say it is 3,000 bushels.
We then find out what average side lines of income a wheat farmer
that produces 200 acres has. He sells so many eggs; he sells so
much cream; he may have a few hogs. Then that is the income of
the side lines. Then we build up his budget and we build up a
budget on what he is entitled to as an American citizen, He has
the average of 5 children. He has 1 in the grade schools, 1 in the
high school, and 1 in the university, and we put in the budget
the cost of sending 3 children to those different schools. We put
that in the budget. His children are entitled to dental care. You
know the average white farmer—I am not talking about negroes—
the average white farmer, more than half of them do not give
their children dental care, so we put what an average family of
5 children should have in the way of dental care per year, and
put that in the budget. We provide that his wife can have hos-
pital care. You know the average farm woman never was inside
of & hospital in her life. Many times she has borne a dozen
children and never had a doctor at confinement times. She is .
entitled to hospital care, and we put what the average expense is
in there. They are entitled to some recreation, and we put in
that expense. When we have built up the budget, of course, there
is the expense of producing, but we have the expense of the family
living in, too.

We deduct what is received for his eggs and his cream, and so
forth, from the budget. Then his 3,000 bushels of wheat must
bring a price that will equal that budget. That is the way we
arrive at it, and in arriving at our basis of figuring we come out
a little higher in what the estimated cost of an average bushel of
wheat and the average ppund of cotton is than the Department
over here does. If we would ever get a law that allows us cost of
production, we would be there when they are making up the fig-
ures, showing them where we are entitled to more. As long as the
figures are just matters of record, of course, we do not go over
and go to the expense of showing them that they are not includ-
ing all the things they should.

Senator Norris. Can you give us the deductions, the conclusions,
that you have reached in the average cost of wheat for different
years on the plan you have outlined?

Mr. SmvpsoN. In recent years our average cost of wheat will run
up around $1.50 a bushel; and corn will run——

Se;u;r:aor McGru (interposing). Is that based on the Chicago
marke

Mr. SimpsoN. On the Chicago market. Corn will run about 90
cents. Cotton will run about 20 cents. The Department’s figures
over here for the last few years will show cotton about 17 and
wheat, if you take in the last 5 or 6 years, wheat £1.25, and so on.
‘We are higher than they are because we are demanding a standard
of living for farmers that is equal to what other people have, and
we are entitled to that, we feel.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to
the amendment offered by the Senator from EKansas [Mr.
McGiir] to the amendment of the committee. .
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Mr. McGILL, Mr,  President, a printed copy of the
amendment is on each Senator’s desk. I should like, how-
ever, on line 4 of the proposed amendment, after the figures
“ $1,000 ”, to add the words “ for each violation.”

I send to the desk a perfected copy of the amendment.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator modifies his amend-
ment, as stated. The question is on the modified amend-
ment of the Senator from Kansas to the amendment of the
committee,

Mr. TRAMMELL. Mr. President, if we leave this remedy
for enforcement as provided in the bill, I think it will cer-
tainly be a very severe and extraordinary procedure, and an
extraordinary provision of law.

It is sought by the penalty as provided in the bill o pun-
ish every person who may purchase a commodity upon which
a price has been fixed for a less price than that fixed upon
the commodity.

A price of $1, we will say, has been fixed upon a particular
article. Some person who may not be informed as to the
price which has been fixed upon that particular commodity
purchases it at a less price. Then, under the bill in its
original form, he is subjected to a penalty of $1,000 and of 1
year’s imprisonment, or both.

I very much commend the effort of the Senator from Kan-
sas to modify and to lesson any such harsh penalty. Every-
body in the country cannot know what the prices are that
have been fixed upon every commodity that comes within
the provisions of this bill; but if a perfectly innocent person
goes in and makes a purchase at a sum less than the price
fixed, unless we change the bill the man may be hauled up
before the court and subjected to a penalty of 1 year’s im-
prisonment or $1,000 fine for having purchased something
at a less price than that fixed under the provisions of this
law.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. McExzLLAR in the chair).
Does the Senator from Florida yield to the Senator from
Maryland?

Mr. TRAMMELL. I do.

Mr., TYDINGS. The other day, when we had before us
the bill providing for a modification of the Volstead Act,
many Senators were apprehensive lest we should viclate the
Constitution. I hope the Senafor from Florida—who was
not one of those, I may say—in the course of his remarks
will point out where we have the constitutional authority to
regulate a transaction by which a farmer in Harford
County, Md., sells to a merchant in Harford County, Md.,
some farm commodity in violation of this law.

Mr. TRAMMELL. Personally, I do not think we have the
constitutional authority; but I am arguing the matter more
from the standpoint of common, ordinary, everyday justice.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield
further?

Mr. TRAMMELL. I yield.

Mr. TYDINGS. What I have not been able to under-
stand—perhaps I have been a little dense about it—is how
Senators could strain over this terrific gnat of amending
the Volstead Act so that 3-percent beer could be sold who
now have no hesitancy at all about violating the Constitu-
tion through the exercise of what I conceive to be a power
which the Constitution does not even inferentially contain.

Mr. TRAMMELL. I fully agree with the statement of
the Senator. His statement, in ordinary terms, is nothing
more than that there is a total absence of consistency on
the part of Congress in dealing with different kinds of leg-
islation; and I think probably we are all more or less sub-
ject to that indictment. There is an absence of consistency
in one day having to support a certain bill because it is
called an administration measure and the next day having
to oppose another bill because it is not an administration
measure, and excuses and alibis of that character,

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield for
one more question?

Mr. TRAMMELL. I yield.

Mr. TYDINGS. I appreciate the motive of those who
are supporting this bill. I appreciate the necessity which
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actuates them to do it; but I hope that somebody, in the
course of the debate, will point out what constitutional
authority we have for making a crime of a transaction be-
tween two persons in the same county in the same State
where a hog is the object which is bought and sold.

1tyM:£ 1'It“RA1\ﬂIEI.-L. I doubt very much the constitutional-

Mr. TYDINGS. I hope some Senator will do that.

Mr. TRAMMELL. I was just pleading a little more for
the innocent person, the person who may offend without
any knowledge that he is doing so, and, in consequence,
may be brought into a criminal court and tried under the
penalties provided in the bill. I like the plan proposed by
the Senator from Kansas better.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, will the Senatfor yield
for one more ohservation?

Mr. TRAMMELL. I will

Mr. TYDINGS. The other day, in a very learned speech
by the Senator from Idaho [Mr. Boram], during the con-
sideration of the 30-hour week, he pointed out that unless
an article was actually deleterious or injurious to people as
a whole we could not bar it from interstate commerce.
Now, the transaction which I have instanced—namely, a
transaction between two people in the same county of the
same State in which a good, healthy hog changes hands
for a certain sum—has nothing to do with interstate com-
merce; and I hope somebody will show us the constitu-
tional authority for the passage of any such provision as is
contained in this act. If we could debate here for 3 or 4
days whether or not the 30-hour week was constitutional
on the grounds I have stated, I do not see how the present
situation is even worthy of debate; and, as far as I am con-
cerned, I shall vote with a great deal of pleasure against
this bill in its present form.

Mr. McGILL. Mr, President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Florida yield to the Senator from Kansas?

Mr. TRAMMELL. I had not expected to make any ex-
tended remarks. Does the Senator wish to ask me a ques-
tion?

Mr. McGILL. I simply wish to inquire if the Senator
from Florida does not feel, as well as the Senator from
Maryland, that constitutional questions are not involved as
much in part 2 of this bill as they are in part 3?

Mr. TRAMMELL. I was not raising a constitutional ques-
tion at all, Mr. President. I rose merely to give my support
to the amendment which had been proposed by the Senator
from Kansas. Under his amendment, this suit has to be in-
stituted through the Secretary of Agriculture; and it gives
the poor and probably ignorant offender some right of hear-
ing and consideration in a civil tribunal before he is hauled
before the criminal courts. I am in favor of that consid-
erate and more reasonable and just method of dealing with
persons who may offend under this statute.

Mr, TYDINGS. Mr. President, inasmuch as I am forced
to be absent tomorrow, I should like for about 5 minutes to
make known my position on this legislation.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Maryland yield to the Senator from Pennsylvania?

Mr. TYDINGS. Yes.

Mr. REED. Surely it is not the intention to keep the
Senate in session tomorrow, on Good Friday.

Mr, TYDINGS. I am not certain but that I may be
away Saturday as well and will not be able to refurn until
Monday, and I did not want to have my pair announced
without a brief sort of explanation.

Mr. President, I recognize as much as anyone does that
the present emergency calls for unusual and drastic and at
times apparently unreasonable treatment. I have the great-
est sympathy with those who are seeking to bridge the
economic chasm over which the Nation must pass if it wants
to reach any comparative prosperity again.

Mr. President, I do think there should be some limitation
upon our activities. I cannot, even in the face of the cir-
cumstances, support a measure under which where John
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Smith sells to John Brown a perfectly healthy hog at a
price mutually agreeable to them both, because he has vio-
lated some regulation of the Secretary of Agriculture, he is
a criminal, liable to a fine of a thousand dollars and a
year in the penitentiary. If there is any provision, directly
or inferentially, in the Constitution, which permits that ac-
tion by Congress, I am at a loss to know where that au-
thority is. The case I cite is not interstate commerce, it is
purely domestic commerce. True, the article may eventually
move in interstate commerce, but it may originate and may
be consumed within a compass of a hundred yards space.

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. TYDINGS. I yield.

Mr. FRAZIER. I think that if the Senator would read the
bill carefully he would not make a statement of that kind,
because there is nothing of the kind in the bill

Mr. TYDINGS. If the Secretary of Agriculture issues an
order that a pig shall not be sold at less than so much a
pound, and one farmer in my county sells a pig to another
farmer, will not that violate the regulation of the Secre-
tary of Agriculture?

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President, if the Senator will yield
again, the bill takes care of cases of that kind. There is no
penalty attached at all.

Mr. TYDINGS. Cases of what kind?

Mr. FRAZIER. Of the kind the Senator suggests, a sale
from one farmer to another,

Mr. TYDINGS. Does the Senator mean that in that case
the penalty would not attach?

Mr. FRAZIER. There would be no penalty, no violation.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr, President, I would like to have the
language of this amendment pointed out which exemp®s any-
body, because it says any person who buys any part of any
commodity that is supposed to go into domestic consumption
is subject to the penalty.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. TYDINGS. I will yield in a moment. I may be
wrong, and I hope I am. I confess that I have not read this
provision very carefully, but I have read if, and my interpre-
tation of it fits the case I have pictured. I yield to the
Senator from Nebraska.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, under the bill as originally
drawn and reported I think in a technical sense the Senator
would be right; but I want to point out, as I have tried to
do before, both to the Senator from Maryland and to the
Senator from Kentucky, who is very much worried about
the man who wants to sell a plug of tobacco to his neighbor,
that we have agreed to an amendment, and it is now in the
bill, which provides that the Secretary of Agriculture can
make such exceptions in all these sales by regulation if he
wants to. I am trying to look at the matter in a practical
sense, I would not have any objection, if an amendment
could be framed that would apply to all these individual
cases, to putting it into the measure, as we have tried to do
in the main part of the bill, but I cannot conceive that when
the Secretary issues his regulations he is going to permit
such a case as that to which the Senator has called our
attention to exist. It seems to me we ought to give him
credit for having ordinary sense and excluding in his regu-
lations all such cases. In addition to that, as far as I know,
there is not a Senator here objecting to the amendment of
the Senator from Kansas. If we are ever allowed to vote
on it, the penalty provided will all go out of the bill, so that
going to the penitentiary and paying a thousand dollar fine
will be obliterated entirely.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, I confess that I myself
would be very much shocked indeed if the Secretary of Agri-
culture, insofar as he were able, in the application of the
terms of this provision, did not make the exceptions in the
regulations he would promulgate. But may I point out in
that connection that I am not quite willing to turn a power
of that kind over to the Secretary of Agriculture, even
though he would attempt to take care of the cases.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield
again?

Mr. TYDINGS. I yield.
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Mr. NORRIS. I do not want to take up the Senator’s
time, but in the committee an amendment which would
apply to the other provisions of the bill, but would not apply
to this one, was offered. I think the Senator is technically
right in his statement, because this amendment was added
to the bill after the other amendment was put in. Practi-
cally every member of the committee worked nearly one
whole day trying to frame an amendment and put it into
the measure that would exclude cases such as the one the
Senator mentions. Nobody wants such a thing done, but,
in trying to frame an amendment, we would get one worked
out, and then somebody would cite another case to which it
would not apply, and we would try to cover that. I doubt
very much whether we would accomplish anything with our
amendment, When I offered the amendment, which is now
in the bill, thinking of the difficulties the committee had had
in trying to frame an amendment, I provided for the giving
of authority to the Secretary to eliminate anything he
wanted to. It seems to me thaf, acting in the best of
faith, the committee were up against a practical impossi-
bility in attempting to frame a law that would apply to all
these cases. For instance, we could cite another case where
a man would make sausage out of a hog. Then the ques-
tion was asked, Suppose he did not happen to have a grind-
ing machine and took the meat across the road to a neigh-
bor and that neighbor would grind it for him? We have
not covered that instance. The Secretary could cover all
such cases that might arise. I concede they might arise;
and therefore we have tried to give to the Secretary the
authority to eliminate them, because we found that, even
doing our best, we could not cover every case. Perhaps the
Senator could do better, perhaps the Senate itself could do
better; and if so, God speed them. We found it a practical
impossibility to frame a statute that would cover a.lI the
possible contingencies that might arise.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, I am very sorry that the
criticism which I have to make of the bill has to be destruc-
tive criticism. I would much rather it could be constructive
criticism, and I realize that it is easier to be critical than it
is to be correct, and I do not want to have it appear that
in my judgment the committee has not dealt as best it
could with a very difficult problem.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. TYDINGS. I yield.

Mr. BORAH. The Senator would concede that this pro-
vision would be all right if the Secretary of Agriculture
always acted with wisdom and benevolence, would he not?
And does not the Senator in these days of emergencies be-
lieve in a wise and benevolent dictator?

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, I first of all would have to
say that I do not know where we would get the constitu-
tional authority even to deal with the subject.

Mr. BORAH. Does the Sepator think that the constitu-
tionality of this bill is any more doubtful than the constitu-
tionality of the economy or bank bill or even the beer bill?

Mr. TYDINGS. Yes; I do.

I do, because in this case the Senator from Idaho very
ably said the other day that Congress excluded articles in
interstate commerce because they were either deleterious or,
in some other fashion, were injurious to society as a whole.
That does not apply here.

The question I am presenting is, suppose there is a per-
fectly healthy hog which the Senator from Idaho owns, and
which I desire to buy, and we both live in the same county
in the same State. The Senator from Nebraska has just
said that he believes that in cases of that kind there would
be exceptions, and I agree with his observation that, as far
as it could be done, the Secretary would attempt to make
exceptions. But under what constitutional authority has
the Congress the right—and if Congress has not the right,
how can the Secretary have the right—to prohibit me from
selling a perfectly healthy hog to my neighbor 50 yards
across the road?

Mr. BORAH. I do not think there is any such constitu-
tional authority, any more than I thought there was any
constitutional authority for prohibiting the shipment of
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perf;lct.ly healthy nonintoxicating beer from one State into
another,

Mr. TYDINGS. I mentioned that exact question before
the Senator came in, and I observed in that connection that
I did not see how men could strain at the gnat of modifying
the Volstead Act to raise the alcoholic content a very small
bit, saying it was unconstitutional, but who were ready to
swallow a camel of unconstitutional authority and vote for
a measure of this kind, with no power in the Constitution
whatever.

Mr. BORAH. It depends entirely, I presume, on taste.

Mr. TYDINGS. Of course, assuming that the Volstead
Act did violate the Constitution, as amended, the violation
was small, but it was a violation, nevertheless, if my posi-
tion was wrong, but I do not think it was; but in this case
the violation is not small; it is complete, because no man in
the whole Chamber can show any authority whatsoever for
preventing me from selling a perfectly healthy hog to a
man in my own county. .

Mr. BORAH. I agree with that entirely. I do not dis-
pute the constitutional question at all. I only regret that
we did not start earlier upon this question of legislating
according to the Constitution. :

Mr. TYDINGS. Of course, the Senator did start upon it
2 or 3 days ago, and I am wondering now whether he is
going to be consistent and vote against the pending bill
because it, as conceived by him, is likewise without con-
stitutional authority.

Mr. BORAH. I stated, Mr. President, that the only part
of the bill which I approved, which I believed would be effec-
tive and within the Constitution, was the portion with refer-
ence to refinancing farm mortgages.

Mr. TYDINGS. Then is the Senator going to vote for the
whole thing, a part of which is unconstitutional, because a
part of it is pleasing to him?

Mr. BORAH. If it is not separated, I shall vote for the
entire bill, but if I had my way of transacting the business I
would vote for the latter proposition only and vote against
the other. But I frankly say that I am voting for a-portion
of the bill which I think objectionable, because I feel the
great and vital importance of the other portion.

Mr. TYDINGS. I would, too. I would much prefer that
it were separated. But I go back to my original observation,
that sometimes the constitutionality of a provision takes on
great weight, and there are other times when the constitu-
ionality of another provision which is even a more flagrant
violation takes on less weight.

Mr. LOGAN. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. TYDINGS. I yield.

Mr. LOGAN. I desire to ask the Senator whether, if we
assume that Congress does have the power to pass such a law
it may delegate that authority to an official who may adopt
regulations a violation of which would make a man guilty of
a criminal offense?

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, {o my way of thinking,
there is absolutely only one answer. There is one power
Congress has which it can never delegate to any person,
Government official or otherwise, and that is the power to
fix by regulation crimes and the punishment of them.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time of the Senator
from Maryland has expired.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, I have not spoken on the
bill. Have I any time on that? I want to speak only 5
minutes more. I should like to have this opportunity.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Unfortunately, the Senator
would have no time on the bill.

The question is on agreeing to the amendment offered by
the Senator from Kansas [Mr. McGrir] as modified.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I desire to insert in the
Recorp a letter written by one of my constituents, who seems
to be in opposition to the bill.

There being no objection, the matter was ordered to be
printed in the REcorp, as follows:
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[From the New York Sun, Apr. 7, 1933]

AN UNWORKABLE PLAN—WHAT A BUSINESS MAN THINES OF FARM
BOUNTIES
To the Eprror oF THE SUN.

Sm: When the provisions of the farm bill were first suggested
to Becretary Wallace he wanted the farm organizations to get
together on some one plan; the plan finally suggested was that
they give absolute power to the President or his representative to
limit production and adjust prices. Various farm organizations
appeared in favor of the bill. The middleman, the long-headed
business man, the long-headed merchant, and the manufacturer,
who are also patriotic, and would also like to see better prices for
farm products, were permitted to appear, but in the hysterical
condition of the public mind any criticism was discounted In
advance and the universal opposition of all thinking business men
was given practically no consideration.

It seems to me that a bill of this importance should be con-
sidered on its own merits without tagging onto it the $2,000,000,000
mortgage bill, either as a bait or log-rolling idea to get additional
votes for the bill. I believe that bills already passed and moves
already taken are sufficiently constructive to have immediate effect
upon farm prices were it not that the business man is now told
that the Government is going to take dictatorial power on farm
products and change the laws of supply and demand. I believe
that if tomorrow it were announced from Washington that the
Government would keep its hands off business you would see an
immediate revival of confidence and prices.

The $2,000,000,000 mortgage plan may be wise, but what I am
referring to mainly is the farm bill, which limits production and
thereby hopes to increase prices. In my opinion, and the opinion
of many other people who handle raw commodities, the limiting
of production by the farmers who raised certain crops last year
will have the exact reverse effect of that intended if the bill goes
through in time so that farmers may be signed up to limit their

. In other words, only the farmers who raised crops last year
would be signed up. Those who raised their normal crops last
year might be willing to sign a pledge to reduce their acreage,
that is, to raise small crops this year. Those who raised small
crops last year would not be willing to sign because there would
be a greater advantage in their raising a full crop, and those who
didn’t raise at all last year could not be limited except by night
riders and would not be compelled to sign.

To put it concretely, suppose 3 farmers 2 years ago raised 10
acres each of tobacco. Last year farmer mno. 1 raised 10 acres,
farmer no. 2 raised 3 acres, and farmer no. 3, being far-sighted
and foreseeing low prices, raised no tobacco. As soon as It is
known that the farmers are signing up, farmer no. 1 will agree
with the Government to raise only 7 acres and will receive re-
muneration in accordance. Farmer no. 2 will say, “ Why should
I limit my production, because I would only get compensation for
half an acre, while if I raise a full crop of 10 acres I will be able
to take advantage of the higher prices?” Farmer no. 3, who
raised nothing last year, will raise his full 10 acres. Other farmers
who raised no tobacco before will also raise tobacco, so that instead
of having smaller acreage the production will be Increased.

I have been dealing directly with farmers for 30 years in a very
large way. I know the farmer's psychology, and the farmer is
only interested in raising large crops when he thinks he will get
good prices; when he knows the Government is working for that
end and that large producers are cutting down their acreage, he
will naturally raise all he can.

Another great objection to this plan is that the ordinary, pru-
dent business man who invests in farm products, including the
middleman and the manufacturer, will certainly not go ahead in
& normal way and invest in crops when he is absolutely at the
mercy of a dictator, who may or may not continue a certain policy.
So that instead of the farmer being able in & normal way to raise
his product and turn it over to the middleman or manufacturer
for cash, so that he can raise his next crop, he will be compelled
to carry his crop himself, whether as an individual or as a coop-
erative, and the normal orderly development of business will be
curtailed until the business man is assured that there will be no
further interference with normal business.

NEw Yorx, April 6.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, inasmuch as
it is not my intention to vote for the committee amendment
embraced in part 3, I shall take just a few minutes, and,
within the limitation fixed by agreement, express some of
the reasons for my failure to support the amendment.

I think it is already understood that the amendment was
adopted by the committee, and is not a part of what may be
termed the administration bill. Of course, everyone also
understands that the administration, through the Secretary
of Agriculture and others, has expressed opposition to the
amendment for the reasons which have gone into the
RECORD.

Clearly and without question the committee has the right
to offer the amendment and the Senate has the privilege of
adopting it if it believes the adoption of the amendment will
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improve the bill and aid in accomplishing the purposes of
the legislation.

Some of the reasons I do not give support to the amend-
ment include the fact that without doubt if a scientific
method of arriving at cost of production is pursued the
farmer will still produce at a loss insofar as his entire crop is
concerned. The cost of production price applies only to the
portion of the crop that is set aside for domestic consump-
tion. As to the commodities which are embraced within the
bill, the percentage which will be reserved for domestic con-
sumption varies. In the case of cotton, for instance, it is
about 40 or 45 percent of the entire crop. I do notf see any-
thing to be accomplished by adopting the cost of production
plan insofar as the benefits to the farmer are concerned,
because it will still require him to produce at a loss when
we take into consideration his entire crop.

Another reason is found in the statement made by the
Senator from Oregon [Mr. McNary]l. He referred to the
fact that in different localities the cost of production varies
greatly. I think that fact could be demonstrated to the sat-
isfaction of everyone if one had the time and disposition to
do so. True, the average cost of production is the basis
incorporated in the amendment, but in some localities the
cost of producing wheat is more than twice what it is in
other localities. That is frue of cotton and other staple
products. The variation in the cost of production is affected
by the difference in soil and by the difference in season. For
illustration, in the State of Arkansas in 1923 the average
production of cotton per acre was about 98 pounds. In 1921
the average production per acre was approximately 260
pounds, or almost three times the production of 1923. One
can readily see that that affects the cost of production.

Then the cost varies also among different producers in
the same locality. I do not believe it is necessary to make
an elaborate argument to enforce that conclusion. We must
make an average as to different producers in the same local-
ity, an average as to different soils, and an average as to
difference in communities or sections.

It has been said here that the West favors the cost-of-
production plan. I remember that one Senator asserted
yesterday that he did not believe it is a practicable plan,
but nevertheless he is going to support it because the people
in the section from which he comes have been led to be-
lieve that this is the best method of relieving the farmer.

Mr, President, do you know the reason that state of pub-
lic opinion exists? It is the result of a confusion of thought
as to what constitutes cost of production, as to what the
prices of farm products will be when the Secretary of Agri-
culture finds the cost of production. That brings me to a
brief discussion of the different plans of ascertaining the
cost of production.

The Senator from Oregon read into the Recorp a state-
ment by the head of one of the great farm organizations,
Mr. Simpson, the statement appearing at page 123 of the
hearings, in which he took the position that a proper finding
as to the cost of production would include dental costs for
the children of the farmer’s family, hospital services for
members of the family, and education for the members of
the family. It is admitted that the Department of Agricul-
ture has an entirely different basis for ascertaining cost of
production. . 4

If we pursue what may be termed the scientific method
to ascertain the cost of production and limit it to the charges
that may properly enter into the acquirement of the soil,
the seed, the sowing, the cultivation, the harvesting, and
the marketing, it will be found that the difference is more
than 2 to 1.

If we adopt the so-called “ Simpson plan” for estimating
cost of production, we can make the cost of production any-
thing we wish, but it will vary even more greatly than it
would in the case of the adoption of the scientific method.
I do not know that the term * scientific” is particularly
applicable to the method that is employed by the Depart-
ment of Agriculture. We realize that if the farmer has the
misfortune to have illness in his family, hospital charges
would accrue. If his family have occasion to secure dental

services, those charges accrue. If he has no children, there
is no cost of education. To come right down to bedrock,
there is no reasonable basis for charging living expenses info
the cost of production further than is recognized in the plan
and method of the Department of Agriculture.

To illustrate a little further the point I am trying to make,
the Secretary of Agriculture says the cost of production of
wheat is 60 cents a bushel and the cost of production of
cotton is 8 cents a pound. If we made that the price to be
obtained by the farmers under the bill, we would not have
accomplished any satisfactory result. If we adopt the plan
which permits taking into account a higher standard of
living than the farmers now enjoy, we would raise the price
of wheat to $1.25 or $1.50 a bushel and the price of cotton
to from 17 to 23 cents a pound, according to Mr. Simpson,
I believe. There is no one who has had practical experience
in the growing of cotton or wheat who would be satisfied
with the declaration that it now costs 17 to 23 cents a pound
to grow cotton or that it now costs $1.25 or $1.50 a bushel
to grow wheat. The statement is out of all proportion to
the actual facts.

The people in the West and in other parts of the country
have been deceived into believing that the cost-of-produc-
tion plan includes the incorporation in the expenses of
production of higher standards of living, of anything that
we might be willing or desirous of seeing the farmer and
his family enjoy. But, of course, there is nothing in the
amendment which authorizes or prescribes any new rule
for the ascerfainment of the cost of production. The
method which will prevail if the amendment is adopted will
be that which has been pursued by the Department of
Agriculture heretofore.

We had just as well understand now and let the farmer
understand that if we write this amendment into the bill
we are not giving him the benefits that he has been led
to believe will be derived from the amendment. We had
just as well understand that the cost of production does
not mean 23 cents a pound for cotton. It does not cost
that much to produce cotton. Every Senator from a South-
ern State knows that it does not cost 23 cents a pound
now to produce cotton nor anything like that amount, and
it does not cost $1.25 or $1.50 to produce a bushel of wheat.

Something has been said about the unconstitutionality
of the provision. I shall not go into that question at this
time. We cannot send a man to prison, though I believe
the penalty has been modified so that he may not be sent
to prison under the terms of the bill, nor can he be fined.

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Arkansas yield to the Senator from North Carolina?

Mr, ROBINSON of Arkansas. I yield.

Mr. BAILEY. I wish to suggest to the Senator from Ar-
kansas, while he is discussing cost of production, that the
cost of production is wholly determined by the cost per acre.
The cost of production on a farm which yields 100 pounds
of cotton to the acre is 20 cents or more. If it yields 300
pounds to the acre it will drop to 9 cents. Under the theory
provided in the bill we could not possibly ascertain the cost
of production on any cotton farm or any group of cotton
farms.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I have already made that
point, if the Senator from North Carolina will pardon me.
I cited an illustration where a certain State for the 1 year
mentioned had an average production of cotton of 90 pounds
per acre and just a few years earlier had an average pro-
duction of 260 pounds per acre. I also emphasized the dif-
ferences due to soil, locality, season, and the intelligence and
diligence of the producer himself.

Everyone here admits that the cost of production is not
an approximately accurate standard. At least I understand
that to be the case. The variation between sections, be-
tween localities in the same section, between soils in the
same community, and producers on the same soil, is so great
as to make the rule of cost of production quite indefinite
and the difficulty of making an average from it almost in-
surmountable. &
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Mr. President, I do not believe any practical benefit is to
be accomplished by the adoption of this plan, and I will tell
the Senate frankly why. If it is adopted, there will be in-
tense pressure brought on the Secretary of Agriculture to
employ this plan instead of the other plan embraced in the
bill known as the fair-exchange-value method. If it is not
adopted he will be harassed in the operation of the law. If
it is adopted it will demonstrate its futility to contribute to
the raising of prices to anything like what is expected of it.

Mr. President, I shall take no further time in discussion
of the matter.

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President, I desire to offer the
amendment which I send to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment offered by
the Senator from North Dakota to the amendment of the
committee will be stated.

The LecrsLaTive CLERK. On page 25, line 17, after the
word “ production ”, insert “including therein a reasonable
pmﬂt."

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the
amendment of the Senator from North Dakota to the
amendment of the committee.

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President, the section provides for
average cost of production. This would include a reason-
able profit. The average cost of production is to be deter-
mined by the Secretary of Agriculture. A reasonable profit
would also be determined by the Secretary of Agriculture.
As the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Roeinson] just stated,
the average cost of production would be below the cost in
some places and above the cost in other places. In order to
even it up a little more and give the farmers a little profit,
I want the committee amendment to include the term * in-
cluding therein a reasonable profit.” The title of the bill
is “to relieve the existing national economic emergency by
increasing agricultural purchasing power.” Of course, if we
can raise the prices a little higher for our basic commodities,
the purchasing power of the farmer will be increased.

The declaration of policy in this bill, which is found at the
beginning of section 2, on page 2, is as follows:

It is hereby declared to be the policy of Congress—

(1) To establish and maintain such balance between the pro-
duction and consumption of agricultural commodities, and such
marketing conditions therefor, as will reestablish prices to farmers
at a level that will give agricultural commodities a purchasing

power with respect to articles that farmers buy equivalent to the
purchasing power of agricultural commodities in the base period.

Mr. President, in order to establish this purchasing power,
it seems to me the farmer must have the average cost of
production as provided in the bill and a reasonable profit.
No other business can succeed in any other way than by
getting cost of production and a reasonable profit. As the
Senator from Arkansas pointed outf, the amount that will
be paid on the basis of the cost of production under this
provision will be only on that portion of a commodity which
is used for home consumption; in case of wheat, from 70
to 80 percent, and in the case of cotton, from 45 to 50 per-
cent, Therefore, in order to reestablish the purchasing
power of the farmer, he should have a reasonable profit in
addition to the cost of production.

Under the pre-war parity price, in my opinion, the farmer
would not get cost of production. It might have been cost
of production before the war, but conditions have greatly
changed since that time. For instance, prices of farm prod-
ucts are less than half what they were in the pre-war period;
taxes are more than twice as high as they were in the
pre-war period, agricultural indebtedness is 150 percent more
now than what it was in the pre-war period, and the farmers
pay more than twice as much interest as they did in the
pre-war period. Furthermore, freight rates on agricultural
commodities have increased 55 percent; in other words,
while in the pre-war period of 1909-14 in North Dakota
we paid 10 cents a bushel to ship our wheat from where
it was grown to the market at Minneapolis, under existing
higher freight rates it costs 151 cents per bushel. There-
fore the parity price would not be adequate under present
conditions of higher taxes, higher freight rates, higher in-
terest, or more interest at least than we paid at that time;
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and so, in my opinion, the parity price will not restore the
farmers’ purchasing power. Farm products sold in January
of this year at 40 percent below the pre-war price, while
the commodities bought by the farmer were 5 percent above
the pre-war price. Therefore the purchasing power of the
ran_lggr is today less than half what it was in the pre-war
period.

More than that, conditions have changed a great deal
since the pre-war period. Some of the things that we con-
sider necessities today were practically unheard of in that
period. If is, I believe, generally conceded that the farmer
is entitled to an automobile, a radio, a telephone, and con-
veniences of that kind on his farm. An automobile is a
necessity today, and the radio is also a necessity in order
that the farmer may be informed as to the market condition
of the various things that affect his crops and his prices.
In 1909-14, the pre-war period, automobiles were not used
by the farmer to any extent and radios were unheard of.

Furthermore, in the period of 1909-14 we had a fairly
good export markef; we sold all the commodities which we
produced at that time at fair prices. Wheat, for instance,
sold at 94 cents a bushel, not only that portion of the crop
sold for home consumption but all which was produced sold
for that price. The same thing was true of cotton; the
price planters obtained for the portion consumed at home
at that time was also paid for the portion that was ex-
ported. Today we have practically no export market.
Therefore the pre-war parity prices will today not restore
the farmer’s purchasing power to where it was during the
period before the war, because of the change in conditions;
and anyone who thinks that the pre-war parity prices, under
existing conditions, are going to restore the purchasing power
of the farmer is, in my opinion, absolutely wrong. I think
that theory is all “ bunk.”

If we can include in this amendment a reasonable profit
as well as an average cost of production to the farmer it
will, in my opinion, help materially. It will give the farmer
an opportunity to obtain the average cost of production and
a reasonable profit for that portion of his commodity used
for home consumption in the United States.
~ We have got to readjust our farming on a basis of home
consumption in the case of most of our farm products, be-
cause so many of such products today have practically no
export market at all. That applies to wheat; it applies to
meat products, and to almost everything, with the possible
exception of cotton, and, even in the case of cotton, the
export price is so low that we shall undoubtedly have to cut
down acreage and production of cotton if the planters are
going to make a profit of growing that crop in this country.

I had a letter yesterday from a farmer living in North
Dakota which struck me as rather significant. He stated
that the Wall Street bankers and capitalists were bleeding
Uncle Sam to death while the farmers were “ going broke.”
He said that if the administration and the Congress think
that they can balance the Budget when the farmers are get-
ting less than 50 percent of the cost of production for their
products they are “ plumb crazy.”

Mr. President, I think that farmer is correct. It is an
absolute impossibility to balance the Federal Budget and
to keep it balanced with the food-producing element in this
country, the farmers of this Nation, selling their products
below cost of production and going broke by the thousands,
yes, by the millions, all over the country, for, after all is
said and done, agriculture is the one basic industry of the
Nation upon which we must depend to produce the food
with which to feed the Nation. The farmers are entitled to
the average cost of production and a reasonable profit for
at least that portion of their products which is used for
home consumption in the United States.

No business organization of any kind can make a success
in any other way than by obtaining cost of production and
a reasonable profit; the farmers are no exception to the rule,
and, Mr. President, unless the farmers can get cost of pro-
duction and a reasonable profit they are going to continue
to “ go broke” and to go out of business. We know what
has happened to nations in the past when their agricultural
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interests have gone down and “ gone broke.” Those nations
have “ gone broke ” along with their agriculture, as we are
“ going broke ” now. The process started with the farmers;
they were the ones who were first hit by the deflation that
commenced back in 1920, and their condition has been going
from bad to worse since that time. The prices of agricul-
tural commodities have continued to go down, and the farm-
ers are not getting anywhere near the cost of production.
The so-called “ pre-war parity price”, I think, will help
somewhat; but it does not go far enough to give the farmer
cost of production, and he must have cost of production and
a reasonable profit if he is going to win in his fight to con-
tinue as the owner of his land and his home and to feed the
Nation, which he is called upon to do.

Mr. President, the farmers of America have been neglected
too long. I have heard several Senators say, “ It is all right
to talk about assuring the farmers cost of production, but
that cost cannot be deiermined.” The cost of production
of the farmers can be determined just as well as the costs
of the merchant or the wholesaler or any other business.
Some object because they say in the cost of production will
be included interest on the capital investment. That is all
right; but we have now many farmers in this country, sub-
stantially 50 percent of them, who have practically no capi-
tal investment; they have lost what little capital investment
they had; they are today tenants or they are working by
the day or by the month. They need a profit on all the
commodities which they produce, and they should have it.

There are many business men who handle the products of
the farmer who have also but little capital invested, and yet
they succeed in making an exceedingly good profit. The
senior Senator from New York [Mr. CoreLanp], in discussing
the amendment offered in regard to milk the other day, made
the statement that a few years ago the farmers received
seven and a half billion dollars for their products for the
given year, while the consumers paid for those same prod-
ucts $22,000,000,000; in other words, it cost $15,000,000,000
to distribute the farm products during that year. The situ-
ation is about the same today. All new wealth comes from
the soil; the farmers dig that wealth out of the soil. At the
present time the farmer digs a dollar’s worth of new wealth
out of the soil. Some business concern gives him 30 cents
for his dollar’s worth of wealth, and, through their business
organizations, they charge the consumers from a dollar and
a half to $2 for that 30 cents which they pay for a dollar’s
worth of new wealth. Mr. President, that kind of distribu-
tion should not be allowed to continue; that kind of financ-
ing is not going to stand up; and the sooner we wake up to
that fact in the United States Senate, the sooner we do some-
thing for agriculture that will put the farmers on a business
basis and give them the average cost of production and a
reasonable profit, the sooner the depression will end, and the
sooner we will be on the upgrade to better times.

Mr. President, I hope that this amendment may be adopted,
and that part 3 of the bill, known as the “ cost-of-production
plan ”, may also be retained in the bill.

The PRESIDING CFFICER. The question is on the
amendment offered by the Senator from North Dakota [Mr.
Frazier] to the amendment reported by the committee.

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, with regard to this partic-
ular amendment, I should like to say that I do not believe
there is any insuperable difficulty in arriving at the average
cost of production of a particular farm product. I realize,
of course, the force of what has been said upon that point;
and if that were the only ground of objection to this partic-
ular part of the bill I should be constrained to vote for it,
because I think the cost of production can be ascerfained
with reasonable certainty, and the law does not require
absolute certainty in any of its obligations.

Mr, President, I am troubled more about the other and
far more serious questions involved in this proposal. I know
that we have with a high degree of indifference passed
many legislative acts that might have been subjected to very
serious constitutional questioning. I also know that there
is a disposition at times to raise constitutional questions
simply because one does not favor a proposition. I am
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wholly unable, however, to see any ground upon which the
validity of this particular part of the bill can possibly be
sustained. In fact, I can imagine no provision of the Con-
stitution and no power lodged in the Congress which would
give to the Congress the authority which is sought to be
conferred by part 3 upon the Secretary of Agriculture. But
aside from that, Mr. President, we are attempting to do
something that cannot be done by this Government or any
other government, and that is to fix the minimum price of
farm products without danger of disaster.

More than 16 centuries ago a famous Roman emperor
undertook to fix the maximum price of farm products and
other commodities in the interest of maintaining the mili-
tary power of the Roman Empire. The scheme utterly col-
lapsed. When part 3 of this bill was reached I asked whether
it was a part of the administration measure as recommended
by the Secretary of Agriculture, and the author of the bill
advised me that it was not a part of the administration
measure,

Mr. LEWIS. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Georgia yield to the Senator from Illinois?

Mr. GEORGE. I yield to the Senator.

Mr. LEWIS. May I ask the able Senator from Georgia
if I correctly understood his implication when he spoke of
the provisions of the bill not being mandatory? Does the
Senator assume that the penalties in the bill do not apply
in & mandatory way to the provision to which he has been
alluding?

Mr. GEORGE. No; I think the Senator from Illinois must
have misunderstood what I said. I did not say they were
not mandatory. I said they simply could not be executed by
the Government.

Mr. LEWIS. I thank the Senator for correcting my mis-
understanding.

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, if this be a part of the
administration’s bill, then the President of the United States
was wholly mistaken when he warned us, when the bill came
down, that we were setting our feet in an untrodden path,
because this path, Mr. President, is as marked in the field of
economic history as Napoleon’s march from Moscow.

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr, President, will the Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Georgia yield to the Senator from North Dakota?

Mr. GEORGE. I yield to the Senator. :

Mr. FRAZIER. During the World War we fixed the price
of wheat and other commodities, and it worked. We have
a greater emergency today than we had in the World War
time. I believe it will work now, and I think it should be
tried out. :

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I can only say that it never
has worked. During an actual emergency, such as war, the
Government, of course, has the power to do some things for
the purpose of winning the war. It has the power, of
course, to adopt any appropriate remedy to carry into effect
and successful execution its power to wage war; but I am
not discussing the constitutional aspect of the matfer, I
know that we cannot fix the price.

Mr., GORE. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Georgia yield to the Senator from Oklahoma?

Mr. GEORGE. I yield.

Mr. GORE. I do not wish it to stand in the Recorp here
as if the food control bill succeeded during the war. I think
it cost the wheat farmers a billion dollars. It cost the cot-
ton farmers a half billion. It cost the farmers who raised
hogs and cattle a billion or more; and no one has more ably
reprobated that measure in the Senate and arraigned it
for its injustices and its injuries to the farmers than the
Senator from North Dakota [Mr. Frazier].

That measure, Mr. President, beat our farmers down to
their knees. They have been staggering and stumbling to
their fall from that day to this. It robbed the farmers of
billions of dollars.

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, the Government can pay
a bounty on production. That involves simply the revenue
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of the Government, and its power to replenish that revenue.
But the Government of the United States, whatever we may
think about it, cannot fix and maintain the price of any
product, because the price is controlled ultimately by the
laws of economics, and not even this Government can do it.
Governments have tried it. They have tried it, as I said
before, for more than 2,000 years; and the path is clearly
marked by ruins even as the route of any ruthless military
leader in any time and in any country.

We can pay a bounty; and one part of this bill, which may
be referred to as the allotment section, goes upon the theory
that out of taxes raised, the price of the commodity on the
market will be supplemented by a given amount. There is
no insuperable economic objection to that proposal if the
Government can live up to it; but so far as fixing and main-
taining a price on any commodity is concerned, this Gov-
ernment can no more do it than any one of us, as individuals,
can do it over any long period of time.

In recent years we have had the valorization of coffee.
We have the story of rubber. I think, as I have already
said, we can ascertain the cost of producing farm products.
If that were the only objection to this part of the bill, I
should be disposed to go along with it. I can find no au-
thority whatever in the Constitution, of course, for this kind
of legislation; but, aside from all that, I know that if the
Government undertakes to fix prices we shall be no more
successful than other governments have been. The same
disastrous failure awaits the effort in the end, and the end
is not very far off.

So far as I am concerned, Mr. President, I cannot vote
for the third part of this bill, because I cannot bring myself
to believe for a moment that its provisions could be actually
executed if no legal obstacle stood in the way, and if there
were no facts which the Secretary of Agriculture is required
to find that could not be readily ascertained or determined.
I do not mean to say that the Government may not, through
special legislation, favor particular industries. It may do
that; and I have already said that the Government may pay
a bounty on the production of specific articles. It may do
that. Such was the export-debenture plan. That is the
philosophy of that plan, and the allotment plan in the meas-
ure is based upon the same theory.

So far as the Government is concerned, however, by the
simple enactment of legislation fixing for any length of time
whatever a price which must be controlled by factors that
operate throughout the world, and on that commodity wher-
ever produced and wherever sold, I am conscious that this
Government cannot accomplish that undertaking even if it
were willing to put its hands to the task, that is to say, in
my opinion; and for that reason I cannot support the third
part of this bill

Mr, GORE. Mr, President, I agree entirely with the Sen-
ator from Georgia [Mr. Georce]l in his statement of fact.
He does state an economic fact and an economic truth when
he says that it is impossible for this Government or any
other government successfully to fix prices. That is true;
but the inference which he draws I am hardly able to follow.

He urges that as a reason against the adoption of the
pending amendment. The fact that it is impossible to exe-
cute this provision ought not fo stand in our way. Indeed,
it ought not seriously to be considered. It seems to me,
however, that an amendment to this measure requiring
somebody, somewhere, to prepare a scale of impossibilities,
and to show the varying degrees of impossibilities, might be
a public service.

This is not, as the Senator says, either a new or an untrod
path. I do not intend to discuss the dreary history of price
fixing in the past. I had intended to do so, but the unani-
mous-consent agreement has rendered that impossible. It is,
however, the dreariest chapter in the history of economics—
I might almost say, in human history.

I had intended to begin with the first attempt which I
have been able to discover. It occurred during the fifth

dynasty in ancient Egypt, in the year 2830, under a com-
missioner known as Henku. The attempt seems to have
failed; but succeeding generations have learned noihing
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from that failure and from that experience. This is one
department of economics and of human history where ex-
perience speaks in vain.

Hammurabi, in ancient Babylon, more than 2,000 years
before Christ, attempted a price-fixing scheme. The fact
that it did not succeed has not discouraged succeeding gen-
erations of optimists.

Lik'o attempted the scheme in Chinag 1,222 years before
Christ, the most successful attempt ever made in human

But yesterday I read a speech made by the great Grecian
orator Lysias, 400 years before Christ, against the grain
dealers. A death penalty was provided for the violation of
the laws of Athens regulating the purchase and sale of wheat.
It did not succeed. But we must not balk at impossibilities,
It is a sort of reflection on our omnipotence.

As suggested by the Senator from Georgia, Dioclefian
attempted this in the year 301. Diocletian had all the power
there was. His power was not only supreme; it was absolute,

I was reading but yesterday a history written by Lac-
tantius, 13 years after Diocletian’s scheme had been at-
tempted and had failed. Lactantius said that Diocletian
fixed a maximum price on all vendible articles. He was
thoroughgoing. He hesitated at nothing. He regulated
all prices from knitting needles to elephants; the death
penalty was attached. Lactantius shrewdly observed that
the people ceased to bring provisions to market. The law
failed; the law was repealed. It was, however, attempted
60 years later by Julian, with no better success. The hopes
of the optimists who attempt the impossible are always
cheated.

England attempted this sort of manipulation of prices
for more than 5 centuries. In 1915, after an elaborate
report by a parliamentary committee, she abandoned the
vain pursuit.

Our fathers endeavored, during the Revolutionary War,
to achieve the impossible. Many States early in that con-
flict attempted price regulation. In November 1777 Con-
gress adopted a resolution urging all the States to make a
similar attempt. Seven months later, June 4, 1778, Con-
gress adopted a resolution urging the Colonies to repeal their
price-fixing legislation. John Adams said that if the meas-
ure was not repealed, it would ruin the country if it did
not lead to civil war. They had attempted the impossible.
They tried to achieve the impossible. They tried to resist
the inevitable, but with indifferent success.

As already stated, we attempted this during the recent
war, and it resulted in grief to our farmers. The Senator
from North Dakota will verify what I say, that farmers in
Oklahoma and in North Dakota were compelled to sell
their wheat at $1.80 a bushel, when the peasant farmers of
Europe were receiving from $3 to $4.18 a bushel.

I opposed the food control bill. I opposed it on the
ground that it was unconstitutional. I opposed it on the
ground that it was uneconomic. The Supreme Court held
that it was unconstitutional. Two million farmers held last
November that it was uneconomic.

Mr, President, I am willing to support any and every
measure for farm relief which I believe is constitutional
and which I believe will do more good than harm. That
test is not unreasonable. Perhaps I have less faith than
I should have in such schemes, in such dreams. I confess
I am powderburnt.

Mr. President, let me say this: Someone said—I believe it
was Walter Bagehot—that the United States is a great
laboratory, where we continue to test and retest self-evident
truths. I see no reason peculiar to this experiment why it
should be excluded from this bill. The bill itself is an ad-
mitted experiment—and one experiment more or less cannot
change the stars in their course. If we are to have a mu-
seum of experiments or a laboratory, why not try them all
and try them again? Senators are too faint-hearted, who
hesitate merely on account of the impossibility of the plan.

I wish to have read at this point an extract from one
who I think is one of the greatest living economists. Sena-
tors seem to think that price fixing is a liberal movement.
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Tinker with prices! Tamper with prices! I wish to cite
a high authority to the confrary. Just as this counfry is
reversing a policy, a policy of interfering with the daily
concerns of daily life, when our people have revolted at
such a policy, we are embarking upon a similar policy in a
different direction. It will be doomed to the same fate.

I ask to have read the article which I send to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the
clerk will read.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

[Extract from article by T. N. Carver, American Economic Review,
March 1918, pp. 246-247)

Parallel with the path of progress from autocracy to democracy
lies another path which leads from sauthority to liberty, from
coercion to persuasion, from getting things done by appealing
to fear to getting them done by appealing to hope, from a condi-
tion under which everyone does what he is commanded to do by
someone in authority to a condition under which he does what
he is persuaded voluntarily to do by some free citizen with no
more authority than himself,

. * * . L] . .

A general policy of price fixing, however democratic the govern-
ment that adopts it, is an illiberal rather than a liberal policy.
It involves an extension of the field of authority and compul-
sion and a restriction of the field of persuasion and voluntary
agreement.

For centuries before 1776 medieval governments were trying to
fix prices. Much of the economic discussion among the pre-
cursors of Adam Smith was concerned with the question of
justum pretium or just price. What is a just price and how
can it be determined, was a great economic problem of those
times when governments were directing everybody in all the
affairs of life.

The great liberal movement of the latter part of the eighteenth
century and the early nineteenth century swept all these errors
away, and aroused trust in the people so that they began to
arrange these matters for themselves in the free atmosphere of
the open market. This liberating of enterprise and industry
from the hampering influence of groups of officeholders anxious
to enlarge their authority was followed by the greatest burst of
prosperity that the world has ever known. If we adopt a gen-
eral, undiscriminating policy of price fixing as a part of a perma-
nent peace program, we shall be going backward rather than
forward; we shall be returning to a regime of authority and
compulsion rather than going forward toward a regime of volun-
tary agreement among free citizens.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time of the Senator
has expired.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I ask to have another para-
graph from Mr. Carver printed in the REecorp, and also a
brief extract from Miss Mary G. Lacy, librarian in the
Department of Agriculture.

There being no objection, the matter was ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

[From Principles of National Economy]
By Thomas Nixon Carver

What the liberalist believes. A liberalist in economics is one
who believes in the freedom of the individual rather than in com-
pulsion, either by the mass or by a despot. He relies mainly but
not exclusively upon individual initiative. He believes that indi-
viduals will, without compulsion and under freedom of contract,
do whatever is necessary to provide for the needs of the commu-
nity. He belleves that it is not necessary continually to impose
upon the individual the suthority either of a benevolent despot
or of a well-meaning majority. In somewhat extreme cases, such
as can be covered by the criminal law, laws for the enforcement
of contracts and other obligations, and laws for the standardiza-
tion of various aspects of business, compulsion is n and
helpful. He believes that the interests of the public are expressed
quite as accurately on the market and through the price lists as
through the ballot box and the statute books. He believes even
that poverty and most of the social ills can be eliminated under
the system of voluntary agreement—ireedom to accumulate, to
own, and to operate private property—and without subjecting in-
dividuals to the necessity of becoming Government employees.

[From the Scientific Monthly, June 1923]

The history of government limitation of prices seems to teach
one clear lesson: That in attempting to ease the burdens of the
people in a time of high prices by artificially setting a limit to
them, the people are not relieved but only exchange one set of ills
for another which is greater. Among these ills are (1) the with-
holding of goods from the market; (2) the dividing of the com-
munity into two hostile camps, one only of which considers that
the Government acts in its interest; (3) the practical difficulties of
enforcing such limitation in prices which in the very nature of the
case requires the cooperation of both producer and consumer to
make it effective.
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Egypt. took entire control of the grain trade and saved the
people from starvation, but took over the land in return.

China worked out a system of control of supply and demand
which kept prices normal. She seems to have been the only
country which recognized the whole price question as being a
symptom and not the disease itself, and because she recognized
this fact seems to have come nearer than any other country to
solving the problem of supplying the people with the food they
needed at a price they could pay.

Athens regulated the grain trade and set prices by legal enact-
ment, but found herself unable to enforce them.

Rome made a colossal experiment in controlling prices by legal
enactment, but it utterly failed.

Great Britain had on her statute books laws fixing the price of
bread continuously for more than 500 years. The price of wheat,
fish, and wine was also regulated, but all such laws were abro-
gated in 1815 because of their failure to accomplish the purpose
for which they were designed,

The Dutch Republic was overthrown in 1585, and at least one
historian of note declares that price-fixing legislation was largely
responsible for its downfall.

India has learned in the hard school of experience that even in
times of famine price fixing is a very dangerous expedient, because
it removes one of the most powerful checks on consumption,
namely, high prices.

The colonial United States tried the same experiment at various
places and times but failed utterly to secure satisfactory results.”

Revolutionary France tried the same measures, but the pro-
tagonists of the movemenf perished on the guillotine, The
dreary story of France's efforts to limit prices is distinguished
from that of the other countries we have noted because of the
proposal of Barbaroux fo enlist the aid of both producer and
consumer in the effort of the Government to control the food
supply in the interest of the people's welfare. This proposition
was not carried out, but it furnished the first indication of the
goal of cooperation toward which we are still pressing.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, in the very few minutes
left to me I want first to express my sorrow that the Sen-
afor from North Dakota has offered his amendment. It is
an amendment which every friend of the farmer, of course,
would like to see put into law, but we are confronted here
with a combined opposition, led on this side by the Repub-
lican leader and on the other side by the Democratic leader,
against the committee amendment. If we add the Senator’s
amendment to the committee amendment, we are only put-
ting another monkeywrench into the machinery that is
confronting us now.

We discussed the amendment of the Senator from North
Dakota in the committee, and agreed, I think, with the ex-
ception of the Senator himself, unanimously, that as a matter
of strategy it was unwise to put that amendment into the
bill, because we knew the terrible opposition with which we
would be confronted on the floor of the Senate, and we did
not want to do anything to the committee amendment
which might give additional reasons for voting against it.
That is the reason why we left it out. That is the reason
why the committee amendment came into the Senate with-
out anything being said about a reasonable profit.

Everybody can see what we are confronted with—a com-
bined opposition here, which, under any ordinary circum-
stances would be sufficient to overturn any movement, and
if we add the amendment of the Senator from North Da-
kota, we will only be adding to the means by which we
shall go down to defeat on the committee amendment.

Mr. President, the Senator from Oklahoma told us about
the terrible thing that happened when they tried to fix
prices 1,000 years before Christ. His next argument was
dated 400 years before Christ, and the next one was just a
few years after the birth of Christ. The attempt did not
work then, and the next argument is that it has never
worked, except in time of war.

I want to call the Senator's attention to the fact that
we have lived several centuries since that time, that the old
standpat theories of a thousand years before Christ should
not apply to this modern age, of which we boast, and which
we call the civilized age of modern times.

Mr. President, it is worse than a fime of war. I would
not be for this amendment under any ordinary conditions.
This whole bill would not be here under normal conditions.
Nothing that went so far as this would probably be neces-
sary even in time of war.

During the great World War there never was a moment
when anybody doubted buf that our Government was going
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to survive, and that the war was not going to extinguish
us as a nation. But our entire civilization is at stake in
this war. We have more than the World War confronting
us. The life of our Nation here is at stake 10,000 times
more than it ever was during the World War, or during
any other war in which we have ever been engaged. Yet
those who want to save our civilization, those who want
to save our country by protecting the foundation stone both
of our country and of our civilization, are ridiculed; we
are called foolish and silly, and the argument is made
that this amendment is unconstitutional. Perhaps it is.
I think under ordinary conditions a court would hold it un-
constitutional, but in these times the court is going farther,
if it is moved by motives which ought to move a court under
these conditions of stress, than if ever went to uphold an
act in time of war, because we are in more danger than we
ever were in war,

Mr, President, it seems to me to be foolish to confine the
constitutional argument to this amendment. Apply it to
every other provision in the bill. Apply it to the other two
parts of the bill. If this amendment is unconstitutional, I
say that there is not a hope on earth for the other pro-
visions based on constitutional grounds.

I am willing, as I said before, to try the experiment. The
whole bill is an experiment, and wise men, patriotic men of
all kinds, have been trying to meet the emergency, and the
first part of the bill is a part of the results of their
deliberations. :

Mr. GORE rose.

Mr. NORRIS. I have only 2 minutes left, and necessarily
I cannot yield.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator declines to
yield.

Mr. NORRIS. No one knows what the outcome is going
to be, but we are like a drowning man grasping at a straw.
The farmers of this Nation are not going to be peasants,
they are not going to be bound down as slaves, they are
not going to submit to what the farmers in the days 1,100
years before Christ, about which the Senator has been telling
us, submitted. We are living in a different age. We have
come to the time now when the life of our Nation and of
our people depends upon something being done to save these
struggling, honest, patriotic mortals from destruction. The
reverse of the proposition is slavery for our people, for our
farmers.

I do not mean that the bill will bring complete relief. It
will not bring permanent relief. We will have to do some-
thing besides this. This is only a step, and I think it is only
a short step. If Senators will read the report of the com-
mittee, they will find there that the committee unanimously
stated, in substance, that this bill in its entirety would not
cure the evils which confront agriculture, that it would only
help, that it would be only a palliative, that we have to have
some other fundamental financial legislation in order to
make it possible for the farmers of the United States as
well as the 12,000,000 unemployed to live and get jobs.

Mr. President, we must reach other avenues of legislation.
We must reduce the value of the dollar, so that the men in
debt will be able to pay what they owe, and in that way
we will raise the prices of commodities.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The hour of 2 o'clock hav-
ing arrived, the question recurs on the amendment of the
Senator from North Dakota [Mr. Frazier] to the amend-
ment of the committee.

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Senators
answered to their names: :

Adams Borah Clark Dufly
Ashurst Bratton Connally Erickson
Austin Brown Coolidge Fess
Bachman Bulkley Copeland Fletcher
Balley Bulow Costigan Frazier
Bankhead Byrd Couzens George
Barbour Byrnes Cutting Goldsborough
Barkley Capper Dickinson Gore
Caraway Dieterich Hale
Bone Carey Dil Hastings
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‘Hatfleld McCarran Pope Thomas, Utah
Hayden McGill Reed Townsend
Hebert McKellar Reynolds Trammell
Johnson McNary Robinson, Ark, Tydings
Eean Metcalf BRobinson, Ind. Vandenberg
Kendrick Murphy Russell Van Nuys
KEeyes Neely Bchall Wagner
La Follette Norbeck Sheppard Walcott
Lewis Norris Bhipstead Walsh
Logan Nye Bmith Wheeler
Lonergan Overton Steiwer White
Long Patterson Stephens
McAdoo Pittman Thomas, Okla

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Ninety Senators having an-
swered to their names, a quorum is present.

The question recurs upon the amendment of the Senator
from North Dakota to the amendment of the committee.

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator will state it.

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. I should like to know when the agree-
ment was entered into to vote on the committee amendment
at this time without further debate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The agreement was made
late yesterday afternoon.

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Was it agreed to after a quorum call?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There was no quorum call,

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Why was there no quorum call?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The rule did not require it
under the wording of the agreement.

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. I want to register my objection to
entering into any agreement regarding limitation of debate
without the calling of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There can be no debate at
this time. The question is on the amendment of the Senator
from North Dakota [Mr. Frazier] to the amendment of the
committee.

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President, may we have the amend-
ment stated?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be
stated.

The Curer CLErk. It is proposed to amend the amendment
of the committee, on page 25, line 17, after the word “ pro-
duction,” by inserting the words “ including therein a rea-
sonable profit,” so as to read:

The average domestic cost of production, including therein a
reasonable profit, for the commodity.

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. McGILL. Mr. President, I offer the amendment
which I send forward to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be
stated.

The Cuier CLEr. The Senator from Kansas offers the
following amendment to the amendment of the committee:
On page 25, line 20, after the word “ person”, insert the
words “ engaged in the business of buying and selling a com-
modity or commeodities as a dealer therein ”, so as to read:

After such date as shall be specified in the proclamation it
shall be unlawful for any person engaged in the business of buy-
mg and se].ung a oom.modlty or commodities as a dealer therein
to purchase any amount of the commodity from the producer or
any association of producers at a price, for the domestic-consump-
tion percentage thereof, that is less than the proclaimed cost of
production for the commodity.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the
amendment of the Senator from EKansas to the amendment
of the committee.

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there further amend-
ments? If not, the question recurs upon the adoption of
the committee amendment as amended, set forth on page
25, being “ Part 3. Cost of Production.”

Mr. BARKELEY. I call for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Chief Clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BANKHEAD (when his name was called). I have a
general pair with the senior Senator from Vermont [Mr.
Dare]. Being unable to obtain a transfer, I withhold my
vote. If permitted to vote, I would vote “ nay.”

Mr. FESS (when his name was called). On this amend-

"'ment I have a general pair with the junior Senator from
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Utah [Mr. Taomas], who is unavoidably absent from the
Chamber attending a funeral. Therefore, I withhold my
vote.

Mr. LOGAN (when his name was called). I have a gen-
eral pair with the junior Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Davis], who is absent on account of illness. I transfer that
pair to the senior Senator from Utah [Mr. Kinc]l and vote
“ nay.ﬂ

The roll call was concluded.

Mr. LEWIS. I desire to announce that the Senator from
Arizona [Mr. Asmurst] is necessarily detained from the
Senate on official business.

Mr. HARRISON (after having voted in the negative).
Mr. President, I wish to change my vote from “mnay” to

i ”
yea.
The result was announced—yeas 47, nays 41, as follows:
YEAS—4T7
Bachman Dil McCarran Robinson, Ind.
Bone Duffy MeGlll Russell
Borah Erickson McNary Schall
Bratton Frazier Murphy Shipstead
Bulow Gore Neely Smith
Capper Harrison Norbeck Stelwer
Caraway Hatfleld Norris Thomas, Okla
k Johnson Nye Townsend
Eendrick Overton Vandenberg
Couzens La Follette Pittman Van Nuys
Cutting ng Pope Wheeler
Dickinson McAdoo Reynolds
NAYS—41
Adams Connally Hebert Bheppard
Austin Coolidge Kean Stephens
Balley Copeland Keyes Trammell
Barbour Dieterich Lewis Tydings
Barkley Fletcher Wagner
George Lo Walcott
Brown Glass McEellar Walsh
Bulkley Goldsborough Metcalf White
Byrd Hale Patterson
Byrnes Hastings Reed
Carey Hayden Robinson, Ark.
NOT VOTING—T7
Ashurst Dale Fess Thormas, Utah
Bankhead Davis Eing

So the committee amendment as amended was agreed to.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, I wish to enter a motion
to reconsider the vote by which the amendment just agreed
to was adopted.

Mr. NORRIS. I move to lay that motion on the table.

Mr. HARRISON. I have not made the motion as yet.

Mr. NORRIS. Well, Mr. President, I make the motion to
reconsider and then I move to lay that motion on the table.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. On that I ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the
motion of the Senator from Nebraska, on which the yeas
and nays are demanded.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator will state it.

Mr. AUSTIN. What is the question pending?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the
motion of the Senator from Nebraska to lay on the table
the motion to reconsider.

Mr. BONE. Mr. President, a parlimantary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator will state it.

Mr. BONE. Is a vote in the affirmative a vote to table
the motion to reconsider?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is.

Mr. FESS. Mr, President, a parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator will state it.

Mr. FESS. As I understood, the Senator from Nebraska
made a motion to reconsider and to table that motion at
the same time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. He did.

Mr. FESS. The question is whether that is in order.

Mr, CONNALLY, Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator will state it.

Mr. CONNALLY. As I understand, the Senator from Mis-
sissippi [Mr. Harrison] asked leave to spread on the minutes
& motion to reconsider.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. He did.

LXXVII—104
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Mr. CONNALLY. May the Senator from Nebraska call
that up of his own motion, or is it not subject to the control
of the Senator from Mississippi? ]

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Nebraska
himself made the motion to reconsider, and then moved to
lay his own motion on the table, and the Parliamentarian
advises the Chair that that is in order.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Regular order!

Mr. CONNALLY. There is a motion to reconsider, made
by the Senator from Mississippi, already spread on the
record. ;

Mr. HARRISON. I merely said that I would enter the
motion.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Regular order!

Mr. HARRISON. A parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator will state it.

Mr. CONNALLY. I have not quite finished my inquiry of
the Chair.

Mr. HARRISON. Very well.

Mr. CONNALLY. The Senator from Mississippi gave
notice that he entered the motion on the record. Can the
Chair now entertain a different motion to reconsider? Does
not the motion of the Senator from Mississippi take pre-
cedence?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In the one case the actual
motion was not made, while in the other case it was made,
and the Chair had to take into consideration what was
actually done. The Chair was advised by the Parliamen-
tarian that it was in order for the Senator from Nebraska
to make the motion to reconsider and then to move to lay
it on the table; that course is being pursued, and the roll is
being called.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Regular order!

Mr. HARRISON. A parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator will state it.

Mr. HARRISON. If the nays prevail, then a motion to
reconsider the vote is in order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is in order; that would
be the next question.

Mr. LONG. If the yeas prevail, then we will vote as we
did before. [Laughter.]

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the yeas prevail, the
amendment is adopted.

Mr. NORRIS. If the yeas prevail, it is simply completing
what we did when we previously voted on the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the yeas prevail, the
amendment as amended is agreed to.

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BANKHEAD (when his name was called). I have a
general pair with the senior Senafor from Vermont [Mr.
Darel. I transfer that pair to the senior Senator from
Arizona [Mr. Asgursrtl, and will vote. I vote “nay.”

The roll call was concluded.

Mr. AUSTIN (after having voted in the negative). I an-
nounce my general pair with the senior Senator from Vir-
ginia [Mr. Grass], who is temporarily absent from the Sen-
ate. I feel at liberty, however, to let my vote stand.

Mr. HEBERT. I wish fo announce that the Senafor from
Ohio [Mr. Fess] has a general pair with the Senator from
Utah [Mr. THOMAS].

Mr. LEWIS. I desire to announce that the Senator from
Arizona [Mr. AsaursT] is necessarily detained from the Sen-
ate on official business.

I also desire to announce that the Senator from Utah
[Mr. K1nc] is necessarily detained from the Senate.

I further desire to announce the general pair on this ques-
tion of the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. Locan] with the
Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. Davis].

The result was announced—yeas 46, nays 41, as follows:

YEAS—46
Adams Caraway Erlckson Long
Bachman Clark Frazier McAdoo
Bone Costigan Gore McCarran
Borah Cutting Hatfield McGill
Bratton Dickinson Johnson McNary
Bulow Dill Kendrick Murphy
Capper Duffy La Follette Neely




Norbeck Pope Shipstead Vandenberg
Norris Reynolds Smith Van Nuys
Nye Robinson, Ind. Stelwer Wheeler
Overton " Russell Thomas, Okla.
Pittman Schall Townsend
NAYS—41

Austin Connally Hayden pard
Balley Coolidge Hebert Stephens
Bankhead Copeland Kean Trammell
Barbour Couzens Keyes Tydings
Barkley Dieterich Lewis Wagner
Black Fletcher Lonergan Walcott
Brown George McEellar Walsh
Bulkley Goldsborough Metecalf White
Byrd Hale Patterson
Byrnes Harrison Reed
Carey Hastings Robinson, Ark.

NOT VOTING—8
Ashurst Davis Glass Logan
Dale Fess King Thomas, Utah

So the motion to reconsider the vote by which the amend-
ment of the committee was agreed to was laid on the table.

Mr. PTTTMAN. Mr. President, I address the Chair for
the purpose of asking a unanimous-consent agreement. It
is with regard to taking up H.R. 4220, Order of Business No.
22. It is a bill to protect public records, and prevent the
exposure of diplomatic communications obtained by those
in the employment of our Government.

I think it is an emergency matter. It has been so pre-
sented to us by the State Department. I do not believe it
will take more than a very few minutes to act upon it. I
understand that the senior Senator from California [Mr.
Jounson] has some remarks to make with regard to it, and
also the Senator from Indiana [Mr. RoBINSON].

I ask to have the substitute for the bill read before mak-
ing the request for unanimous consent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the
reading of the substitute?

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I think the consideration
of this bill can be expedited by my simply stating that I
think it is in the interest of expedition and progress to go
ahead with the unfinished business, and I shall object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection is heard.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I desire to speak for a few
minutes upon the pending bill as a whole.

I sincerely believe that it offers the most serious threat
to the welfare of the workingmen of America that has been
presented to them in those decades in which I have had any
knowledge of the American Government; and I believe that
in the guise of offering relief to the farmers of the country,
in reality this bill would impose upon them a slavery which
they would find to be utterly intolerable.

Both of those propositions I shall try, as well as I may, to
develop.

I think I am safe in saying that there are not half a
dozen Senators in this Chamber who sincerely believe that
the bill is constitutional. I know that many Senators will
vote for it on the theory that a matter of constitutionality
is, in the last analysis, to be decided by the Supreme Court,
and that they will in effect shrug their shoulders and pass
the responsibility over to that great tribunal.

I hope to be able to show briefly that there are five dis-
tinct reasons why the bill cannot be sustained by that court;
but I realize from sad experience that we who make long,
exhaustive constitutional arguments in this Chamber are
really but wasting the time of our colleagues and of our-
selves. So I shall not devote any lengthy argument to the
matter ,of constitutionality, merely calling attention to the
reasons why I think the bill is unconstitutional, and citing
the most recent cases that lay down the principles that I
know will apply as well as anyone can know a future event,
and then passing on to a discussion of the bill on the theory
that it is entirely constitutional, and discussing it only from
the standpoint of its fairness and workability.

To begin with, the bill is based upon a false premise—a
premise that the farmers of the United States are in a
worse case than are the industrial workers in the more
concentrated communities.

I know full well that the price of farm products has sunk
to a smaller percentage of its predepression level than has
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the price of most manufactured produects, but that is only
a part of the picture. If we will consider it from the stand-
point of the income of the citizen, we will realize that the
farmer is getting approximately 50 percent of his pre-
depression prices for his entire crop, and that nature is
working for him just as it was before the depression; and
his output is a full output, on which he gets a 50-percent
price. Then consider, on the other hand, the situation of
the worker in industry, and we realize that he has suffered
a very substantial diminution of his prices; and, besides
that, an additional diminution in his output. The combina-
tion of those factors—diminished prices and diminished
output—means that the income of the average urban worker
today is a lower percentage of his predepression income
than is the farmer’s present-day income.

That is to say, to sum it up in a word, the farmer has
suffered from a shrinkage in prices, it is true, but he has
not had a shrinkage in output. The city worker, on the
other hand, has suffered a shrinkage in both respects; so
that today the average city worker’s income is a smaller
proportion of his predepression income than is the income
of the farmer. That thesis needs no elaboration to make
its veracity plain; and yet this bill proceeds upon the premise
that the factory worker, the industrial worker, is in better
case than the farmer, and therefore we should exercise our
taxing power to lift from the worker in industry a part of
his earnings and give it bodily to the worker on the farm.

That is the essential premise of the bill; and I submit to
you, Mr, President, that it is a false premise.

The bill comes to us as an administration measure. It
comes to us with a statement that the whole theory of the
bill is itself experimental, and that the President, who
recommends its passage, does not himself know whether the
bill will be workable or whether it will not. That used to
be an argument against a bill, Mr. President. To call it
experimental was to denounce it; and yet here in the Presi-
dent’s message we have that epithet applied to it as if if
were a term of commendation for the legislation which he
sends us.

Experiment? Why, he is experimenting with the vital
necessities of all the population of the United States—an
experiment that cannot possibly benefit the 60 percent of
our population that is not engaged in agriculture; an ex-
periment that goes to the very vitals of a sick nation. What
a time for an experiment and what a subject for an experi-
ment that is!

The term “ experiment ” is a disclaimer of all of the con-
fident assurance that President Roosevelt gave us during his
campaign when he told us repeatedly that he had a remedy
for the farm troubles which was practical and workable, and
he used those adjectives over and over again; and now, when
he submits it to us, he announces that instead of being prac-
tical and workable it is an experiment. What a poor fulfill-
ment of a promise that gave high hope to needy Americans!

He told us not long ago, in the last short session of the
Congress, that he was “ horrified " at our proposal to balance
the Budget by putting a 2-percent sales tax on all articles
of commerce other than food and clothing. He was horri-
fied at that, and yet that tax was for the general purposes
of government. It was not to be given to a particular class.
It carefully exempted the essential necessities of life. If
would not have applied to rent, to food, to clothing, to medi-
cines. This bill at which he is not horrified will put a sales
tax of more than 100 percent upon the essentials of living
of the poorest people in America.

It seems to me that his horror is very ill-regulated if it
bursts into flame at the proposal of a 2-percent sales tax
on nonnecessities, and yet lies dormant at this horrible sales
tax on the very articles that are needed to keep body and
soul together in this depression.

Mr. President, in times of prosperity the Department of
Labor has determined that the average workingman spends
about 32 percent of his income for the food of himself and
his family. Inevitably, as income shrinks that proportion
increases, so that men who are working but half-time—as
so many of us are these days—find themselves spending all
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their income for shelter and for food. Precious little of it
goes for clothing, Nothing of it goes for the other purposes
for which the workingman was able to spend in times of
prosperity. Conseguently, if by this law we double the cost
of foodstuffs to the poorest elements of our population, we
are doubling the cost not of that 32 percent but probably
of 60 or 70 percent of the spending of the average workman
of America.

Think of it, Mr. President! The money is not there to
double the spending. It cannot be. Inevitably, what we
are doing is cufting his consumption in half. He will spend
for the food of his family and himself the same amount
that he is spending now, but he is not getting an adequate
food supply in millions of homes at the present fime; and we
propose by this bill to cut that food supp.y in half. That is
practically what we are doing.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, will the Senator
yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Neevy in the chair).
Does the Senator from Pennsylvania yield to the Senator
from Michigan?

Mr. REED. Yes; I yield.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Has the Senator seen a statement
that has been prepared indicating the allocation of costs to
the various States, offsetting the allocation of benefits to the
farmers in the various States?

Mr. REED. I have, and it is shocking. For example, the
State of Rhode Island will pay into fund from 75 to 100
times as much as it will get back from the fund. The farm-
ers of Rhode Island themselves will pay into the fund ap-
proximately as much as they get out of it, and the city
population of Rhode Island pays about seven and a half
millions and gets nothing out of it.

Mr. VANDENBERG. I was wondering if the Senator
would permit me to insert in the Recorp at this point the
table to which we are both referring.

Mr. REED. Yes; I should be glad to have that done.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the
table will be printed in the Recorp.

The table is as follows:

Estimated scles tar versus estimated bonus, proposed National
Emergency Act
[Domestic allotment farm-relief plan]

Per State Per farm

Bales tax

: Bonns re- | armeny

Sales tax s s

States celved
g B
v
Total (in | Per | Total (n [Tofal in
thousands)| family [thousands) sandi)

United States, total }§1, 341, 234 | $44. 85 [$1,310,306 | $332, 506 | $52.80 | $200.79
New England_ ... 89,212 | 45.02 8,943 6,262 | 50.13| 7.69
Maine .. .. .. 8712 4.04 1,453 1,868 | 47.%0 37.25
New Hampshire. _.__ 5,084 | 42.60 7] 687 | 46.00 53.13
Vermont._.. ... 3,020 | 44.05 2,501 1,232 1 40.48 | 100.44
Massachusetts .| 46,423 | 45.48 2,382 1,346 | 5258 | ©3.05
Rhode Island.. . ... 7,511 | 45.43 282 181 | 54.40 | 8480
Connecticut_.._.__.__| , 553 | 45.16 1, 048 | 55.13 89.15
Middle Atlantic. ... 280,881 | 45.01 35,584 | 18,655 | s2.17| 9o.51
New York._.........| 137,516 | 43.61 15, 659 7,865 | 49.22| OLT3
New Jersey.._....._.| 44,140 | 44.70 2, 140 1,432 | 56.43 | 84.33
Pennsylvania_._.._.. 105,216 | 47.06 | 18,785| 9,358 | 5427 | 10895
East North Central_____. 76,35 | 43.43 240, 107 40,038 | 60.74 | 24843
72,611 | 4276 48, 263 11,060 | 50.48 | 220.08
85378 | 41.96 55, 673 B,882 | 48.92 | 306.62
83,350 | 43.20 79, 49 10,915 | 50.89 | 368 53
562,800 | 44.81 19, 183 8,548 | 50.47 | 113.28
82,107 | 45.10 37, 939 9,624 | 5295 | 208.72
West North Central..___.| 145,260 | 43.78 | 544,157 | 55,367 | 40.76 | 480.02
Minnesota. . - 28,010 | 46.18 4, 0,782 | 5280 | 249.80
1) e iada S 26, 901 42. 46 139, 644 10,083 | 49.71 | 040.72
Missouri. cceaee e 39,650 | 42.20 61,018 12,175 | 47.57 | 241.92
North Dakota..... 7,438 | 5L20 23, 561 4,839 | 55,65 | 30203
Bouth Dakota___.____ 7,560 | 47.01 42, 306 4,263 | 51.26 | 509.83
Nebraska____________ 15,054 | 43.89 87,673 6,308 | 40.42| 67718
EKansas _ . . ] 20,548 | 4218 124,173 7,727 | 46.54 | T47.84
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Estimated sales taxr versus estimated bonus, proposed National
Emergency Act—Continued

Per State Per farm
Bales tax
= d by
Sales tax iy o
States Re
Bales Bonu:a
tax [receiv
Total (in | Per | Total (in (Tofa (0
thousands)| family |thousands) sands)

South Atlantie. .........| $172,534 | $40.13 | $106,152 | $64,435 | $60.85 | $100.29
Delaware_ _..........| 2,605 | 44.08 1,189 508 | 6233 | 12240
Maryland.___________| 17,823 | 46.27 6, 052 2,504 | 60.04 | 140.08
District of Columbia_ (9l SN BRI (Mo

- SRR 26,458 | 50.01 14,824 10,388 | 60.89 B6. 59
West Virginia____.___ 18,800 | 50.52 3,102 4,008 | 59.39 37.54
North Carolina.._..__ 633 | 53.78 27, 300 17,479 | 6249 97.60
Bouth Carol ] 18,905 | 51.94 14, 788 10,013 | 63.40 93. 64
Georgis. .| 81,774 | 48.67 32,821 15,497 | 60.63 | 128.41
Flodas . 16,087 | 42.60 6,076 3,048 | 51.69 | 108.04

East Bouth Central. ... 108,011 | 47.51 8,177 55,661 | 52.40 76.41
Kentoeky... ... 28,562 | 46 87 15, 656 12,853 | 52.14 63. 51
Tennessee. ... 28,586 | 47.59 18, 951 13,278 | 54.05 60.00
Alabama.____________ 008 | 48.86 25,027 | 14,041 | 56.88| 97.23
Mississippi... ... 21,955 | 46.54 3,543 14,880 | 47.62 75.30

46. 38 209,833 58,188 | 52.75 | 190.22
46.19 30, 741 12,228 | 50.46 | 126.85
47.30 20, 038 9,073 | 56.20 | 129.69
46.40 54, 356 11,188 | 54.88 | 238.84
46.11 103, 798 600 | BGLBT | 200.40

Mountain 40,440 | 4.3 44,048 12,440 | 51.55 | 182.53

Montana 5,873 | 43.12 11,455 | 2,240 | 47.16 | 241.18
4,862 | 45.00 8,102 2,053 | 49.26 | 194.41
2,494 | 43.31 2,194 700 | 49.90 | 137.08

11,314 | 4232 12,877 3,001 | 5L865| 21477
4,625 | 46.93 3,788 1,733 | 5618 | 120.62
4,759 | 44.90 2,064 1,082 | 76.34 | 145.03
5,548 | 47.85 3,050 1,263 | 46.50 | 112.63
995 | 39.07 500 179 | 5200 | 147.88
80,518 | 38.92 49, 305 12,550 | 47.95 | 188.38
17,079 | 40.30 18,213 3,330 | 46.08 | 270.97
0,420 | 39.12 10, 581 2,443 | 44.29 | 10L 85
019 | 38.52 19, 511 6,777 | 49.95 | 143.81

tagllr. BORAH. Mr. President, may I ask who made up the
e?

Mr. VANDENBERG. I can answer that so far as my in-
formation goes. I have sought figures from all possible
sources and have been able to get them only from the Na-
tional Millers’ Association, and it is my understanding that
the computations come from that source.

Mr. REED. That is the source from which my table
came.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Pennsylvania yield to the Senator from Arkansas?

Mr. REED. I yield this time, but I am not going to yield
after this time. I am glad to yield to the Senator.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I am only asking the Sena-
tor to yield this time, and he is very good to yield. I will not
ask him any more, in view of his announcement.

It would be interesting to know how the figures which
have been inserted in the Recorp by the Senator from Mich-
igan were prepared, and the basis of them; how it is known
what will be consumed in any State; how it is known how
much will be consumed in a given State; and how much the
cost will be, since there has been no announcement of the
alleged increased purchasing power contemplated by the bill.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, may I make just one
observation in reply, and then I will subside?

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I must thank the Senator
from Pennsylvania for yielding to me.

Mr. REED. I am glad to have yielded.

Mr. VANDENBERG. I will say to the Senator from Ar-
kansas that it would be amazingly interesting to know how
the figures were prepared, because the whole formula has
been so utterly inscrutable to me that I cannot contemplate
how they were made. Nevertheless, they are submitted as
the minimum probabilities.
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Mr. REED. I have not heard them contradictéd myself,
but I have no knowledge of their accuracy.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a further statement?

Mr. REED. Yes.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. It is astonishing that the
Senator would make that statement as an implied assertion
of the accuracy of the figures. It can have no other effect.
There has been no opportunity to study them, so far as I
know. They have not been published, as far as my in-
formation goes, until just this minute.

Mr. REED. They were sent to me about 2 weeks ago, and
I have not heard them challenged. I admit that is scant
proof of their authenticity. C

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Did the Senator publish
them?

Mr. REED. No; I did not; but they were sent in printed
form, and I assumed that every Senator had received them.
However, be that wrong or right, it does not matter to me
for my present purposes. The figures I gave about the pro-
portion of the family budget that goes for food in prosperous
times are those of the Department of Labor, and I think we
all assume that they are correct.

Mr. President, back in the days of Louis the Sixteenth,
under one of the most unfair systems of government that
ever disgraced this earth, the peasants of France were being
taxed about 55 percent on their expenditures for food and
clothing. Taking into account the salt taxes and the other
cruel impositions that were put upon the backs of those
people, the tax totaled, in all, about 55 percent on the ex-
penditures of the people for living purposes, practically all
for food and clothing, as I have said. Most of them lived
in houses of their own. The unfairness of taxing that group
of lowest income earners, a tax which, in effect, was a 55-
percent income tax, led to one of the most bitter revolutions
in the world’s history.

Mr. President, how do Senators suppose the population of
our cities, undernourished as they are in these dreadful
times, are going to submit to a tax of over 100 percent on
their cereals, on their meats, on their textiles, because all of
them are going to be taxed under one section or another of
this bill. How long are they going to submit to that? How
long can we successfully explain to them that they are being
subjected to a burden so cruel, not for the general purposes
of their Government, but so that a particular group of
farmers, most of them in the upper Mississippi Valley and in
Texas, are to be given these vast sums as a bounty on their
production?

How are we fo explain to a city worker who has been
evicted for nonpayment of rent, and is living on a four and a
half dollar food order for his family for a week, that we are
cutting in half the value of that food order for the benefit
of a fellow countryman in the Middle West, who has his
home, who has a roof over his head, who raises a large part
of his necessary food, that we are taking from the poorer
to give to the citizen who is befter off?

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. REED. For a question; yes.

Mr. FRAZIER. The Senator mentioned raising the price
of cereals. I hope any little increase in this bill would not
increase the price of cereals. At the present prices of
cereals they figure $10 or $15 a bushel for the grain they
are made of.

Mr. REED. I am talking of grains generally. A tax on
wheat, which in Chicago has been selling for around 45 to 50
cents, is now to be put on to the tune of 60 cents, a tax of
120 percent, approximately. Explain that, if you can, to
the man in the bread line, when he finds that his food order
brings him in only half as much, that his family has to live
on the same amount of food that today could be bought for
$2.25. Tell him that he is going to have to live on half as
much food, that his children will get half as much milk, and
see how he takes it. I think I know without trying to
experiment how he will take it.

Our Supreme Court has said over and over again that in
industries not affected by a public interest, as they describe
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it, such as railroads and public utilities and grain elevators,
it is not within the power of the legislature to fix prices.
They have said that in several recent cases, to which I will
presently call the attention of the Senate. Unless they
throw all of those decisions out the window, this bill is neces-
sarily invalid.

The bill’s principal motive is price fixing, and its advocates
admit that. The bill delegates to the Secretary of Agricul-
ture broader power than the American Congress ever gave to
any official, the President or any other official, in peace time.
It delegates to him the power to fix prices, It delegates to
him the power to tax. It delegates to him the power to
license or refuse to license the operation of a lawful busi-
ness which is not, by any stretch of the imagination, a public
utility. That is the power, in essence, which is given to the
Secretary of Agriculture.

If he exercises it—and every bureaucrat exercises all the

power we give him—it means that we are vesting in Secre-
tary Wallace the control of approximately one half of the
industry of the United States, that he can license or refuse
to license particular establishments, that he can attach con-
ditions to the license, on breach of which the license will be
revoked. It makes him absolute czar over American in-
dustry, and when we look to see his qualifications for that
powerful positibn, we find that he could not even keep his
own business out of receivership, but that last fall his Wal-
lace Homestead Co., which is the business to which he has
devoted his life, itself went into receivership.
- Does that bode well for the future of American industry,
to give that gentleman absolute, despotic power over the
processing of any textile or any food product in the United
States? Can we look forward with confidence to his ad-
ministration of American industry in gross, when he could
not do better than that in detail?

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Pennsylvania yield to the Senator from Kentucky?

Mr. REED. I yield.

Mr. BARKLEY. It just occurs to me that, in view of the
large number of concerns which have gone into receivership
during the last 3 or 4 years, and the large number of others
which would have landed there but for the credit of the
Government’s being brought to their assistance, it is hardly
a fair criterion of a man's ability to refer to the fact that
his particular business went into the hands of receivers.

Mr. REED. I do not refer to it as being any-disgrace
to him.

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. REED. Let me finish the sentence. I do say that
Secretary Wallace is quite unknown to most of us, and when
we look for his business history, look for his business ex-
perience, that is what we find. I yield to the Senator from
South Carolina.

Mr. BYRNES. Would the Senator say that in every case
in his knowledge where a business has not prospered in the
last 3 years it shows lack of intelligence on the part of
those in charge of the business?

Mr. REED. Not at all. I did not mean to imply that.

Mr. BYRNES. What did the Senator mean to imply by
the statement, then, that this business of the Secretary of
Agriculture was not prosperous within the last few years?
The Senator certainly implied that he feared that he would
not be able intelligently to administer this proposed law.

Mr. REED. Not a bit of it. I was looking for encourage-
ment. I hoped that I would find something in this gentle-
man’s record that would testify to his unusual skill to carry
on these unusual responsibilities, and I am telling the Sen-
ate what I found.

Mr. BYRNES. Would the Senator say that in every case
where, in his own acquaintance, and among his friends, a
corporation has not been successful in the last 2 years, he
finds no encouragement, then, in passing upon their intelli-
gence?

Mr. REED. The Senator does not understand me. I can
only hope that the President and the other Senators will
understand me better.
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Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?
.- Mr. REED. 1 yield for a question.

Mr. LONG. I simply wanted to ask the Senator why we
could not have been that fair to the little country banks
that were put to death because they failed? If nothing
is to be held against Secretary Wallace because he failed,
why did we break the little banks because they failed?

Mr. REED. I thank the Senator. One feature of this
bill has not been referred to very much on the floor, and
that is an amendment which was put into the hill by the
House, scrapping completely the Civil Service law so far as
it relates to the great organization to be built up under the
bill

There are something over 3,000 counties in the United
States. In every one of those counties there must be in-
spectors, examiners, and accountants, inspectors to see
whether the farmers are living up to their agreements to
restrict their acreage and cut down their production, ex-
aminers to find out what kind of agreements are to be made
with the farmers for the coming year, accountants because
the Secretary of Agriculture has power to prescribe the way
everybody is to have to keep his books, just the way the
Interstate Commerce Commission lays down the law for the
railroads. All that great body of employees are to be ap-
pointed by the Secretary of Agriculture without regard, says
the bill, to the present civil service laws.

This emergency, which we say justifies the passage of
the bill, is to last until the President says it is over. I am
made cynical by experience, I suppose, but I doubt whether
the emergency will be decreed to be over until after the
election of 1936. Think what a political sword that places
in the hands of the Secretary of Agriculture; and I would
say the same if the bill came from a Republican President.
It is destruction to the civil service law, which has been won
for the United States after so many decades of effort. It is
indefensible, when our civil-service rosters are jammed to
overflowing, to say that in a selection of these employees
those rosters and eligible lists are to be ignored; and that
is just what this bill does say.

In the long run, the bill means the ruination of agricul-
ture, and to realize that we need to give only a moment's
thought to the way it will work out. Let us suppose that
in a farming region it is desired to limit the production of
wheat. The examiners and inspectors, or whatever they
may be called, go to that county. They find that 78 farmers
in the county last year were raising wheat. They had so
many acres sown in wheat. The bill provides that agree-
ments shall be made with those farmers to sow only a given
proportion of that acreage in wheat this year. All right:
so far so good. If they do that they get paid a bounty, and
the net result of it is to put up the price of wheat to around
90 cents. That is all very simple as regards those farmers.

But here is John Smith on the next farm who last year
had his land sowed in some other crop, or perhaps a part
of it was fallow. There is nothing in the bill that is going
to authorize him to make an agreement to cut down his
proportion of the previous year because he did not have any
production in the previous year. Consequently the agree-
ment with the wheat producers of this year does not at all
bar an enormous wheat production from being called out
by the high price on all the lands on which wheat was not
grown last year. All the farmers who did not grow wheat
last year at once see a premium in planting their land in
wheat this year, and they will do it unless they are pre-
vented. How can they be prevented? We look to the bill
to see, because if they are not prevented the whole plan
goes to smash. We look to the bill fo see how John Jones,
who did not plant wheat last year, is going to be prevented
from planting it this year. By regulation of the Secretary of
Agriculture, John Jones is going fo be told that he has to
keep himself out of this picture and not upset the smooth
working of the bill. The Secretary of Agriculture says,
“ Jones, no wheat from you.”

What is Jones going to think about it? Perhaps he will
be told the same thing about other crops to which he would
like to transfer, crops that are carrying bounties under the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

1641

bill. Every way he turns to get the advantages of the high
prices he is met by a fiat from Washington, “ Jones, you
cannot plant that.” How long is John Jones, the typical
American farmer, going to continue taking orders from a
political county agent appointed from Washington about
what he shall sow and what he shall not sow on the land
that he owns? I do not think he would keep it up very
long. He will say, “ You are making a slave out of me. I
am an American and I am not a slave. I will not take your
orders, but I will plant what I please.” Then either the
measure breaks down or we have to go out and arrest John
Jones for producing a desirable harmless article on his own
property by his own labor. What a situation to have pre-
vailing in the farming country in the United States. Mean-
while the city population is writhing under a 100 percent
sales tax to make such a system possible in the country
districts.

Mr. President, another thing. The immediate effect of the
bill is going to be to increase the cost of all products manu-
factured from basic agricultural products. With an agricul-
tural price double that of the world market, how in the world
can the manufactured products of American agriculture hope
to compete in the markets of the world with those from
other countries? How can an American packing plant, pay-
ing 100 percent more for its raw material, compete with a
British packing plant, to which the bill provides we shall sell
al the world level and not at the pegged price? It means
the immediate extinction of American exports in products
manufactured from the basic products of agriculture.

Then again we dream of shipping wheat and other raw
agricultural products to foreign countries. We provide that
when that is done—and it is in the bill—the processing tax
shall be refunded to the exporter. Does anyone suppose that
the other countries of the world will be slow in applying
their antidumping legislation to that situation? Are they
going to let Americans sell wheat at 90 cents in America
and at 45 cents in Liverpool? I venture to think they will
not, any more than we would submit to that kind of dump-
ing if any other country tried it on us. Not only will our
manufactured products be barred from eniry because of
their high cost but our raw products will be barred from
entry because they plainly will vioclate the antidumping
clauses of the laws of these foreign countries. It means
utter devastation to the export trade of America in agri-
cultural products and articles manufactured from agricul-
tural products.

Furthermore, we falk of raising the farmer's income. I
should like to ask the Senate to consider for a moment
whether the amount by which we raise the farmer’s in-
come is comparable at all with the amount by which we
diminish the standard of living of the city worker. Obvi-
ously, a 100 percent sales tax means we are cutiing in half
the standard of living in the city dwellers. That is self-
evident. What are we doing to the farmer? Are we
doubling his income? If we were, there might seem to be
a rough sort of compensation in this bill for the injury
we are doing to the man in the city. But we are not
doubling the farmer’s income. We are doubling the price
of his products, I grant you, but we are cutting down the
volume of his products if the plan works. We are saying
to the farmer, “Yes; we will double the price of your
wheat, but you must not grow more than three fifths of
what you are growing this year.” Therefore, instead of
the farmer getting $100, we will say, for his wheat, he is
getting twice as much per unit for three fifths of the
amount of wheat. In other words, he is getting six fifths
of this year's income in return for next year's wheat. We
will raise his income 20 per cent at a cost to the consumer
of 100 per cent. The arithmetic of it works out yery simply
that way.

I do not know that I have stated it clearly. The farmer,
we will say, is getting $1,000 for this year’s wheat. If he
gets the same price next year on three fifths of the pro-
duction, he would only be getting $600; but we are doubling
his price, so he will get $1,200 for next year’s wheat by
producing three fifths as much. We have raised him in
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his income from $1,000 to $1,200, a 20 per cent raise for
him, and yet the wheat to the consumer is raised 100 per
cent in cost; so that the benefits to those who receive the
bounties under the bill are very much less than the hard-
ships to those who have to bear the burden. I think the
arithmetic of that is plain.

Mr. President, I have said that I am not going to weary
the Senate with a long discussion on constitutional points,
but I want the Recorp to show that those points were
raised, that we who are sworn to respect the Constitution,
to uphold and defend it, had our attention called to the
points while the matter was still open for us to reach a
different conclusion. The oath that we take to uphold and
support the Constitution of this country is not limited to
times when no emergencies exist. It applies at all times.
It is not limited to measures that do not come from the
White House. It applies to all measures. If the oath is
binding on us at any time, it is binding upon us now.

First, the bill is utterly unconstitutional because there has
been conferred upon Congress no power in itself to fix prices
of articles that are not of public use. For authority upon
that point and for a case which cites many other preceding
cases I refer to Williams v. The Standard Oil Co. (278 US.
235), decided January 2, 1929. That opinion held that if
was not within the power of the Legislature of Louisiana to
fix the price at which gasoline might be sold in that State.
In spite of the fact that gasoline was an article of commerce
in which the entire population was interested, in spite of the
fact that the whole community was interested in the mainte-
nance of a reasonable price, the court held that it was not
within the legislative power to fix the price of gasoline and
that it did not make any difference that the act declared
that the price of gasoline was imbued with a public interest
and that it should therefore be regulated by law. That case,
now 4 years old, has not been overruled or qualified by any
decision, so far as I know.

Then we have a clearly established principle that it is not
within the power of Congress or of the legislature to tax one
citizen in order to give the proceeds to another. I should
like to cite 2 or 3 cases on that point. But before I do that
I had better add anether citation on the other point because
it comes very close home. In the case of Fairmont Cream-
ery Co. v. Minnesota (274 U.S. 1) the Supreme Court of the
United States decided that it was not within the legislative
power of the State of Minnesota to fix the price to be paid
for cream within that State. If that is not in point, it is
difficult to find a case that is, because it dealt with the price
to be paid for an agricultural product. The legislature
endeavored to establish a uniform price throughout the
State and it made it a penal offense to pay a price lesser or
greater—I forget which—for that particular agricultural
product. In a decision rendered April 11, 1927, the Supreme
Court of the United States held the statute unconstitutional
and void.

Coming now to the next point, the power to tax one citi-
zen in order to pay to another, that is an old principle.
Bearing upon it I find such cases as Savings and Loan Asso-
ciation v. Topeka (87 U.S. 65).

What the Court said there was, in part:

To lay with one hand the power of the Government on the
property of the citizen and with the other to bestow it upon
favored individuals to ald private enterprises and build up private

fortunes is none the less a robbery because it is done under the
forms of law and is called taxation.

I do not believe that the Supreme Court is going to forget
that it said that when this bill comes before if.
In Parkersburg v. Brown (105 U.S. 487) the Supreme

Court condemned the use of the taxing power to take one
person’s property for the private use of another. The city

had issued certain bonds which were loaned to persons
engaging in manufacturing. The Court said in part:
Taxation to pay the bonds in question is not taxation for a
public object. It is taxation which takes the private property of
one person for the private use of another person,
And they struck down the statute as unconstitutional and
void.
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In Cole v. Lagrange (113 U.S. 1) the Court said in part:

Nor can the legislature authorize counties, cities, or towns to
contract for private objects debts which must be paid by taxes.
It cannot, therefore, authorize them to issue bonds to assist mer-
chants or manufacturers, whether natural persons or corporations,
in their private business. These limits of the legislative power
are now too firmly established by judicial decisions to require
extended argument upon the subject.

The bill before us proposes to tax the consumers of agri-
cultural products for the sole and only purpose of giving the
proceeds of such tax to the producers of those products.
I cannot believe the Supreme Court will forget what it has
said in the cases I have cited.

Mr. BLACK. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Pennsylvania yield to the Senator from Alabama?

Mr. REED. 1 yield to the Senator.

Mr. BLACK. Does the Senator not think that that is
exactly the theory on which we enact the tariff?

Mr. REED. No; I do not.

Mr. BLACK. Is not tariff enacted for the purpose of in-
creasing the price of commodities that are sold?

Mr. REED. It is for the purpose of giving the American
market to the American workman.

Mr. BLACK. 1t is, however, a tax for the benefit of the
American manufacturer, is it not?

Mr. REED. No; I do not think so.

Mr. BLACK. But, of course, the Senator agrees that the
tariff is a tax?

Mr. REED. Of course. '

Mr. BLACK. Then, is it for the benefit of the foreign
manufacturer?

Mr. REED. The tax is for the benefit of the Federal
Treasury; it goes into the Federal Treasury and is kept there
and is spent for general public purposes.

Mr. BLACK. The Senator, then, does not concede that it
is for the benefit of the American manufacturer?

Mr, REED, I concede that the American manufacturers
would go out of business if that tax policy were not adopted.

Mr. BLACK. Then the American manufacturer gets a
direct benefit; it permits him to remain in business, and
it is a tax.

Mr. REED. But that is an incidental result of the tax.
The tax itself goes into the Public Treasury; but this pro-
posed tax will not. There is the distinction.

Mr. BLACK. May I ask the Senator from Pennsylvania
one other question in line with the opinion of the Supreme
Court? The money that goes to the Reconstruction Finance
Corporation is raised by taxes, is it not?

Mr. REED. It is raised by public borrowing, which will
have to be paid by taxes.

Mr, BLACK. Is not that for the benefit of private busi-
ness? :

Mr. REED. The Senator from Alabama need noft wave
the Reconstruction Finance Corporation at me. I doubt
very gravely whether we have the power to tax the American
people for the purpose of loaning money to banks, insurance
companies, and railroads.

Mr. BLACEK, I so stated during the time the bill was
under consideration, but, as I recall, I could not persuade
the Senator from Pennsylvania to vote with me.

Mr. REED. I regret to say that I voted for the bill as an
emergency measure. I have been very sorry since that I did,
and I have repeatedly said so publicly.

Mr. BLACK. The Senator does believe, though, that it
comes squarely within the case which he has just cited?

Mr. REED. I am inclined to think it does; and I wish
someone would test it out in the Court.

Mr,. BLACEK. I think the Senator is correct.

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, may I make an inquiry of
the Senator from Pennsylvania?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Pennsylvania yield to the Senator from Georgia?

Mr. REED. I yield.

Mr. GEORGE. In reference to the proposition laid down
in the first two cases cited by the Senator, did the court
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lay any stress upon the inhibitions of State constitutions
against the impairment of contracts or price fixing?

Mr. REED. No. Wherever that question has arisen in
these cases it has been discussed on the basis of the four-
teenth amendment of the Federal Constitution as impairing
the freedom of contract, a prohibition which applies as well
to Congress as it does to the State legislatures.

Mr. GEORGE. But there is no mention in the two cases
cited of the prohibition in State constitutions against the
impairment of contracts?

Mr. REED. No. My recollection is that neither of those
cases does so.

Now, Mr. President, I pass to the third ground on which I
think this proposed legislation is clearly in violation of the
Constitution. I refer to the power which the bill pretends
to give to the Secretary of Agriculture to license or refuse
to license the processors of agricultural products. As re-
cently as last year it has been held by the Supreme Court
in the case of New State Ice Co. v. Liebmann (285 U.S. 262),
a case decided March 21, 1932, that it was not within the
power of the Legislature of Oklahoma to declare the busi-
ness of manufacturing ice to be affected with a public use;
that it was not affected with a public interest in the sense

_that a railroad is, and therefore was not subject to regula-
tion or license by the authorities of that State. The Court
said in part:

It may be quite true that in Oklahoma ice is not only an article
of prime necessity but indispensable; but certainly not more so
than food or clothing or the shelter of a home. And this Court
has definitely said that the production or sale of food or clothing
cannot be subjected to legislative regulation on the basis of a
public use.

I hope Senators heard that last sentence, which was ut-
tered by the Supreme Court only last year. I repeat it:

This Court has definitely said that the production or sale of

food or clothing cannot be subjected to legislative regulation on
the basis of a public use.

Yet, with that statement ringing in our ears, we are pro-
posing to pass a bill here which will give to a single Cabinet
officer, without appeal, the right to forbid the manufacture
of clothing or the manufacture of food, to regulate their
sale and their production, and even to forbid their produc-
tion. We might as well toss our law books out of the
window; there never is any use in printing a decision of
the Supreme Court if opinions so solemnly rendered as that
are going to be ignored within 12 or 15 months after they
were rendered by the very Court that rendered them.

Mr. COUZENS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. REED. I yield.

Mr. COUZENS. What was the vote in deciding that case?

Mr. REED. Does the Senator refer to the Ice Co. case?

Mr. COUZENS. Yes.

Mr. REED. My recollection is that the vote was 6 to 2.
Mr. Justice Cardozo did not participate in the decision, and
Mr. Justice Brandeis and Mr. Justice Stone dissented. Six
justices concurred in the majority opinioh.

Mr. BLACK. Mr. President, will the Senator yield for a
question?

Mr. REED. 1 yield.

Mr. BLACK. Does the Senator understand that this bill
is drawn or is sought to be rested upon the theory that was
declared to be unsound in that case?

Mr. REED. Precisely.

Mr. BLACK. I do not so understand.

Mr. REED. This bill undertakes to regulate the produc-
tion and sale of food and clothing, a matter which in the
case decided last year, the Ice Co. case, the Supreme Court
said was beyond the legislative power.

Mr. BLACK. Of course, the Senator understands that
the phrase “subject to a public use” involves a great deal
of confusion. The Senator may have read an article re-
cently published in the Harvard Law Review as to the un-
certainty of that phrase. I do not understand that this bill
was sought to be rested upon that theory which does appear
in a number of cases as being touched by a public interest.
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Mr. REED. It is difficult to say how the regulation estab-
lished here could be valid unless the industry which it is
proposed to regulate was touched by a public interest.

Mr. President, there are many interesting cases in which
the Supreme Court has discussed that question; indeed, even
in the Ice Co. case, from which I have just read, the Su-
preme Court said as part of the same opinion, speaking of
the ice business:

It is a business as essentially private in its nature as the busi-
ness of the grocer, the dairyman—

And the business of the dairyman is one of those that we
are undertaking to regulate by this bill—
the butcher—

Another business to be regulated by this bill—

the baker—

Still another—

the shoemaker, or the tallor, each of whom performs a service
which, to a greater or less extent, the community is dependent
upon and is interested in having maintained, but which bears no
such relation to the public as to warrant its inclusion in the
category of businesses charged with a public use.

Clearly, if that opinion stands this bill cannot stand.

Mr. President, I have stated three reasons why I think this
bill is clearly unconstitutional. A fourth one occurs in' the
delegation of the taxing power to the Secretary of Agricul-
ture. It is only right that all of us and the country, too,
should realize the breadth of the power that is attempted
to be delegated by this bill. It gives to the Secretary of
Agriculture, in his uncontrolled discretion, the right to say
upon what products a sales tax shall be imposed, and it
gives to him the uncontrolled discretion to fix the amount of
that sales tax anywhere from zero to infinity. There is no
limitation on the amount of the tax he may impose; and
there is no limitation upon the categories of articles upon
which he may impose it, because, not only by the earlier
sections is he given the power to tax the basic agricultural
products which are named, but in a subsequent section,
shortly thereafter, there is given him power to find that any
other commodity is competitive with the basic commodities
and upon such competitive commodity he may levy a sales
tax as well.

Mr, COUZENS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield
there?

Mr. REED. I yield.

Mr. COUZENS. May I ask the Senator how he interprets
the instructions to maintain parity, and whether that could
be interpreted as involving discretion to fix a tax between
zero to infinity?

Mr. REED. I think so.

Mr. COUZENS. I do not see how parity can be maintained
if the Secretary of Agriculture has that latitude.

Mr. REED. It is because the latitude is so broad and be-
cause the Secretary is not instructed to fix a tax at the
exact amount, for after he has first fixed it, regardless of
the 1914 pre-war period of which the Senator speaks, if he
finds the tax is interfering with the general sale of the com-
modity that is taxed he has authority to cut it in half or
reduce it as far as the discretion indicates. So if it be said
that the 1914 level fixes a rule which he is to apply, the
subsequent section destroys the rule and gives him the right
to fix the tax up or down within that level, according to his
discretion, and not as dictated by the needs of the Govern-
ment, not as dictated by the interest of the taxing power;
not at all; but as he finds may be necessary to maintain
the flow of commerce-in those articles for the benefit of the
producers.

To call that & rule of taxation is simply to misuse the
word “rule.” A rule is something that is fixed. “ Regular”
is the adjective that we get from the old Latin word that
means “rule.” It must be something regular; and yet this
is irregular, according to the capricious discretion of the
Secretary of Agriculture.

But that is not the worst of it, Mr. President. The Secre-
tary is not to impose all these taxes at once. He is not to
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impose them all on a particular date. He is to levy these
taxes when he thinks best and take them off when he
thinks best. That is the way we delegate taxing power to
this gentleman; and the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. RoB-
inson], in his elogquent address in favor of this bill—I think
it was he—stated that he expected that this taxing power
would not be exercised all at once, but that the Secretary
would start gently, so to speak. He is not going to kill his
lobster by dropping it in hot water; he is going to bring it
slowly to a boil! That is the way this act is to be admin-
istered.

Think of the discretion we are attempting to delegate by
such an act as that! The amount of tax, the articles to be
taxed, the time when they are to be taxed, and the time
when they are to cease to be taxed are all left to the discre-
tion of a Cabinet officer, without appeal to anybody, and
without any more of a rule than the pious wish with which
the bill begins, that we will put the farmer on the same
happy basis that he was on in 1909-14.

Why, if that is a rule which justifies our delegation of the
taxing power, Mr. President, we could pass an act giving the
President the power to impose such taxes on such articles
at such times as he needed in order to pay the current ex-
penses of the Government; and, having done that, we could
adjourn and go home, like the German Reichstag, for the
next 4 years.

The rule I suggest, that the taxes should amount to
enough to pay the Government’s expenses, is just as much
of a rule as the vague wish with which this bill begins. If
this is valid, that would be valid; and if that is valid, the
purse strings are permanently cut, and Congress might just
as well go home.

Finally, a fifth reason why the bill is unconstitutional lies
in part 3 of title I of the bill, the committee amendment
which an hour or so ago we voted into the bill.

Mr, LEWIS. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Pennsylvania yield to the Senator from Illinois?

Mr. REED. 1 yield to the Senator from Illinois.

Mr. LEWIS. Permit me to say that I cannot say whether
or not I am in concurrence with the deductions drawn by
the Senator, as I have been occupied a moment outside of
the Chamber and came in just in time to hear the Senator
advert to the suggestion of what was a rule touching the law.

Perhaps the Senator might forgive me if I revive him
back to his student days and recall that in the first chapter
of Chitty we had to learn the definition that the law is a
rule of action, and so forth; and then, proceeding, that it
is a rule because it must be something that is uniform,
permanent, and universal. It is not, and could not be, an
order, “ Thou shalt not steal.”

I thought possibly I might recall to the Senator the defi-
nition of the real meaning of a rule which doubtless was in
his mind at the time he began the study in which he has so
splendidly amplified his abilities as a great lawyer.

Mr. REED. I thank the Senator. The lack of regularity
in a law which leaves to an administrative official the selec-
tion of the subjects of the tax, the time of the incidence of
the tax, and the rate of the tax is so evident that I do not
think I need to dwell upon it any longer.

Coming now to part 3, which we find beginning on page 25
of the bill, I must confess that I approach its study with a
good deal of sympathy, because I had just been visited by a
delegation of Pennsylvania farmers who had been persuaded
by Mr. Simpson that that was the promised land, and that
therein lay their salvation, and I told them then that I would
study it with the earnest hope that I would be able to agree
to it. But, Mr. President, when I found that it made a
penitentiary offense the purchase of a single quart of milk
by a mother from her next-door neighbor—not across a
State line, but across the fence—she could not buy a quart
of milk for that hungry baby without having first deter-
mined what the Secretary of Agriculture had pronounced to
be a fair price for milk, the cost of production, and if she
paid for that quart of milk 1 cent less than that proclaimed
cost of production to the penitentiary she would go—
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Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. REED. I yield.

Mr. WHEELER. The Senator understands that the pro-
vision is out now, does he not?

Mr. REED. I understand that this morning the peniten-
tiary part was stricken out, and that the mother is only to
pay a fine of $1,000, for which the Secretary of Agriculture
will sue her. That is the way the bill now stands, and if
she buys another quart of milk the next day that is another
offense, and the words that were added to the amendment
make her liable for another $1,000.

Mr. WHEELER. My understanding was that an amend-
ment was added this morning also by which that provision
would apply only to dealers. I understood that the Senator
from Kansas [Mr. McGiLL] offered that amendment, and it
was adopted.

Mr. REED. If that was adopted, that is much better,

Mr. WHEELER. That is my understanding of the
matter.

Mr. REED. I am glad to hear if. I did not know it. I
am criticizing the bill in the form in which the committee
reported it.

Mr. President, the only purchaser who is punished, I am
told by my colleagues, is the dealer who happens to pur-
chase. That is, a private citizen can commit this offense
without being punished, but a dealer cannot. Perhaps that
is “ the equal protection of the laws ” and perhaps it is not,
but we will pass that over.

Mr. WHEELER. Mr, President, will the Senator yield
further?

Mr. REED. I yield.

Mr. WHEELER. I think that provision of the law apply-
ing to dealers would not vary very much from the pro-
visions of the other sections of the law.

Mr. REED. No; it is in harmony with the rest of the
bill. ] :

Mr. WHEELER. I am sure the Senator does not see
anything more unconstitutional about this provision than
about the other provisions of the bill.

Mr. REED. Yes; I am just coming to it. I have stated
four reasons why the whole business is unconstitutional,
but there is a fifth reason why this is particularly so.

The only power we have in Congress to attempt to do the
fantastic thing that is attempted by this bill is the power
to regulate interstate commerce; but part 3 of title I has
forgotten even that. It applies to one farmer over here in
Arlington County, Va., who sells to his next-door neighbor,
who happens to be a dealer in milk or hogs or whatnot.
It does not even limit its application to interstate com-
merce, but it pretends to apply to every transaction by
which any farmer or any owner, for that matter, of an
agricultural product sells his article either in intrastate
or interstate commerce to a dealer. Could anything be a
more preposterous stretching of the powers that were dele-
gated to Congress by the States of the Union when they met
in the Constitutional Convention in 1787?

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Pennsylvania yield to the Senator from Vermont?

Mr. REED, I yield.

Mr. AUSTIN. I should like to ask the distinguished Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania if it is not still more preposterous
that this bill should frankly and expressly violate clause 5
of section 9 of article I of the Constitution, prohibiting the
imposition by Congress of any fax or duty upon articles ex-
ported from any State? I call the Senator’s attention to
the two sections on pages 22 and 23, expressly headed
“ Exportations ", and which seemingly make it necessary for
a man to give his bond for fidelity to the terms of this bill
in order to exempt him from paying this tax if he is about
to export his product.

Mr. REED. I thank the Senator, because that is a sixth
ground, which I had not thought to add to the list which I
gave. Clearly, this is a tax upon exportations from a State,
because the second part of title I of the bill relates only
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to agricultural products intended for exportation from one
State into another.

I have finished, Mr. President. If the party lash can pass
this bill, there is not much use in speaking in the Senate.

During the delivery of Mr. Reep’s speech,

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, may we have order in the
Chamber? -

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. NeeLy in the chair).
Let us have order.

Mr. LEWIS. Mr. President, in that connection I ask that
the occupants of the galleries be considerate, as their voices
descend into the Chamber and greatly disturb the speaker
in the expression of his own thoughts and in having his
colleagues hear what he has to say.

Mr. WALSH. Some of the disorder is right in the Cham-
ber.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The admonition of the Chair
is to those in the galleries just the same as it is to those on
the floor of the Senate. The occupants of the galleries are
here by the courtesy of the Senate, and they are expected to
conduct themselves in such a way that the proceedings of
the Senate will not be interfered with in any manner what-
Boever,

After the conclusion of Mr. REED’s speech,

Mr. CONNALLY obtained the floor.

PAYMENT OF PAGES

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to me,
since I have to leave the Chamber, to call up House Joint
Resolution 152, providing for the payment of pages of the
Senate and of the House of Representatives for the balance
of the session, in order to move to concur in the joint reso-
lution?

Mr. CONNALLY. I yield.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair lays before the
Senate a joint resolution from the House of Representatives,
which will be read.

The joint resolution (H.J.Res. 152) to provide for the
payment of pages for the Senate and House of Representa-
tives for the first session of the Seventy-third Congress was
read the first time by title, and the second time at length,
as follows: 4

Resolved, ete., That there is hereby appropriated, out of any
money in the not otherwise appropriated, for the pays:
ment of pages from April 1, 1933, until the end of the first session
of the Seventy-third Congress, as follows:

For 21 pages for the Senate Chamber at the rate of pay pro-
vided by law, so much as may be necessary.

For 41 pages for the House of Representatives, including 10
pages for duty at the entrance to the Hall of the House, at the
rate of pay provided by law, so much as may be necessary.

Mr. GLASS. I ask unanimous consent for the immediate
consideration of the joint resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the
request of the Senator from Virginia? The Chair hears
none.

The Senate proceeded to consider the joint resolution,
which was ordered to a third reading, read the third time,
and passed.

RELIEF OF AGRICULTURE

The Senate resumed consideration of the bill (H.R. 3835)
to relieve the existing national economic emergency by
increasing agricultural purchasing power.

Mr. COSTIGAN. Mr. President——

Mr. CONNALLY. I yield to the Senator from Colorado.

Mr. COSTIGAN. I send to the desk, and ask to have
printed and lie on the table, two amendmenfs to the pend-
ing bill. -

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, the Senator from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. ReEp], in concluding his very interesting and
able address, made some reference to the use of the party
lash in whipping this bill through.

It is quite amusing to hear the Senator from Pennsylvania
talk about someone using the party lash, when up to the
4th day of last March the Senafor from Pennsylvania was
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one of the chief wielders of the late-lamented party lash
which now has been removed, I hope permanently, from the
woodshed and will not be used at least during the next 4
years.

Think of the Senator from Pennsylvania talking about
“the party lash ”, when we know that during the last ad-
ministration, whenever the White House would cough the
chest of the Senator from Pennsylvania would go through
a violent convulsion, and when every act of the administra-
tion was sponsored here on the floor of the Senate by the
Senator from Pennsylvania, probably with the exception of
the farm bill.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Texas yield to the Senator from Pennsylvania?

Mr. CONNALLY, I do.

Mr. REED. As I recall, one of the things that made me
feel so extremely friendly to the Senator from Texas was the
fine way in which he stood back of me when I was fighting
for President Hoover on the immigration bill right after he
took office. Does not the Senator remember that?

Mr. CONNALLY, That was just after he took office. He
did not stay that way more than a short time.

Mr. REED. That was not any “ party lash ", was it?

Mr. CONNALLY, No.

Mr. REED. Does the Senator remember how he and I
fought together for a tariff on oil, much to the displeasure of
President Hoover?

Mr. CONNALLY. I remember how the Senator from
Texas got the very reluctant assistance of the Senator from
Pennsylvania on an excise tax on oil.

Mr. REED. Reluctant? [Laughter.] Mr, President, that
is not a very grateful recognition of the loyal assistance that
I gave the Senator.

Mr. CONNALLY. I shall say that the Senator from Texas
smiled when he said that.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Texas yield to the Senator from Kentucky?

Mr. CONNALLY. I do.

Mr. BARKLEY. I merely want to suggest that if the
Senator from Pennsylvania gave his reluctant support to
the tariff on oil, that is the only reluctance he showed dur-
ing the whole consideration of the tariff bill.

Mr. CONNALLY. The Senator from Texas will say, in
all kindness and fairness, that the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania did support the excise tariff on oil; but that is not at
all remarkable, because the Senator from Pennsylvania be-
lieves in a tariff, and his sense of equity and justice naturally
impelled him, if he were going to protect everything else, to

‘| put a duty on oil; and he was consistent in that.

Mr. LEWIS. My interruption is not particularly worthy
of the heavy debate in which the eminent Senator seems
to be indulging. I was about to ask whether the eminent
Senator from Pennsylvania supporting the tariff on oil, in
conjunction with the Senator from Texas, was another evi-
dence of the smooth proceeding under which both Senators
succeeded in having that tariff on oil remain in the bill?

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr, President, the Senator from Texas
will observe, in response to the suggestion of the Senator
from Illinois about his contribution to the impending debate,
that the Senator illuminates in rather colorful fashion any
debate in which he sees fit to inject any remarks.

Mr. President, the Senator from Pennsylvania began his
opposition to this measure by contrasting the industrial
workers of the country as against the farmers. He began
his ehief argument against the bill by the statement that if
we raise the prices of agricultural commodities, we shall
increase the cost of living of the industrial worker. Of
course that is true, in a measure. But let me suggest to
the Senator from Pennsylvania that, through the leadership
of himself and others who have gone before him in erecting
tariffs supposedly in behalf of the industrial workers, under
the pretext that they were for the benefit of the industrial
workers, but largely in behalf of the manufacturers and the
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owners of great corporate properties, the farmer has been
placed in the condition from which we hope by this measure
in some degree to extricate him.

Let me suggest to the Senator from Pennsylvania today
that, with the thousands and perhaps millions of unem-
ployed industrial workers in his own State, if the purchasing
power of the farmer were restored, even in a measurable
fashion, if the farmer could receive even a slight increase
in the price of his products over the price he is now receiv-
ing, thousands of those industrial workers might be restored
to their employment, and might receive wages which they
would earn, instead of walking the streets, and perhaps re-
ceiving doles from the Federal Treasury. The whole coun-
try knows that, the farmers know it, and we know it.

Mr. President, if the farmer’s buying power could be in-
creased at all, unemployment would be decreased, and the
condition of the wage earners in this Republic would be im-
proved; and the Senator from Pennsylvania ought to know
that.

The Senator from Pennsylvania makes some criticism of
President Roosevelt’s statement that the pending bill is an
experiment, and he seems to chide the President for having
claimed in the campaign that he had a program along the
line of agricultural relief, and that now he has modified that
by admitting that this is an experimental program. It is
to the credit of President Roosevelt that he frankly admits
that this measure is experimental. We all know it is ex-
perimental. For myself, I do not know whether it will be
an entire success or not. No one in this Chamber knows
whether it will be an entire success. But President Roose-
velt at least has offered a program. He is offering a plan,
and he is entitled to have that plan have its place in the
sun. He has a right to give it a chance, and this is the only
plan which has been submitted. The commitiee has worked
on it for weeks, and I submit that the administration has
the right to have an opportunity to redeem its pledges.

I might remind the Senator from Pennsylvania that his
administration undertook the relief of agriculture, we know
with what disastrous results. Those of us on this side of
the Chamber supported that administration’s plan on final
passage. We offered amendments. We undertook to place
the debenture provision on that administration program.
We failed, and then we supported the program. But today
the Republican side of this Chamber has aided in engrafting
on the pending bill part 3, which the administration does
not desire, containing a grant of powers which the Secre-
tary of Agriculture says he does not want conferred upon
him. Yet the Senator from Pennsylvania denounces part
3 of the bill, when its incorporation in the bill was brought
about in part by his side of the Chamber,

I am not challenging the sincerity of Senators on the
other side, but I am asking the Senator from Pennsylvania
to consult his own leader. The Senator from Oregon [Mr.
McNary], for years the Chairman of the Committee on Ag-
riculture and Forestry of the Senate, the Senator who
reported the farm bill here under the last administration,
voted to incorporate into the pending bill part 3, known as
the “Simpson plan”, when the Senator from Arkansas
stated here on the floor that the administration did not
desire that amendment, that it is not a part of the plan of
the administration; yet, under the leadership of the Senator
from Oregon, Senators on the other side are forcing into
the bill something which the administration does not desire.

Mr. President, when the Senator from Pennsylvania criti-
cizes President Roosevelt for his course with reference to
this bill, it may be said that the President at least has a
program. We have at last leadership in the White House.
Instead of 4 years of drifting and shifting and indecision
and inaction, we have at least action in the White House,
and today one of the reasons why President Roosevelt has
such an appeal to the people of the country is not so much
because of the details of the measures which he is sponsor-
ing, for the people do not know about the details, but it is
because the people of the country feel that at least there
is someone in the White House who has a program.
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He may make mistakes; of course, he may make mis-
takes. The Senator from Pennsylvania avows that he him-
self has made mistakes. He avowed that he had voted for
the Reconstruction Finance Corporation bill and that he has
regretted that vote ever since. I am glad to know that at
least the Senator from Pennsylvania and I agree on one
subject. I voted against the Reconstruction: Finance Cor-
poration bill and have been glad that I so voted ever since
that bill passed this body.

We now have aggressive leadership in the White House.
There may be mistakes made under this bill. The Secre-
tary of Agriculture may probably make mistakes in admin-
istering the law. But at least the administration is seeking
to redeem its platform pledges to the country, pledges which
both parties made.

If I mistake not, the Senator from Pennsylvania was in
the Republican National Convention last year. If he denies
that, I shall be glad to accept his denial.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I was a delegate, but I was
kept here in the Senate.

Mr. CONNALLY, I knew that the Senator ought to have
been a delegate. Let me read what the Republican Party
platform promised. Both parties are guilty. Both parties
have been telling the American farmer for 12 years that
by some sort of legislative legerdemain we are going to do
something for him. Both parties have been telling him
that we are going to put him on an economic equality with
industry. Both parties have been telling him that we were
going to give him a chance to get a fair price for agricul-
tural products. Both parties, Republican and Democratic,
have been telling him that. I can understand the attitude
of the Senator from Pennsylvania when I read the Repub-
lican platform of 1932. Speaking of agriculture, after telling
about farm distress and all that kind of thing, which I will
not read because of its length, the platform said:

Almost the first official act of President Hoover was the calling
of a special session of Congress to redeem these party pledges.

And then it concludes:

They have been redeemed.

Of course, if the Senator from Pennsylvania feels that the
old Farm Board, and that the actions of the last adminis-~
tration, have redeemed their pledges to agriculture and to
the farmer, if those pledges have been redeemed, of course,
the obligation is settled, the debt is acquitted; and, of
course, the Senator from Pennsylvania is eminently correct
in not doing anything more for the farmer.

Mr. President, I do not speak as one who has always
spoken loudly on this floor in behalf of farm relief. I have
not voted for all farm-relief measures offered here. In the
old days of the McNary-Haugen bill I did not support that
measure at any stage of the proceedings because I believed
that it was impractical, and would be hurtful and harmful
to the farmer, and that the exercise of the power conferred
in that measure would harm him rather than benefit him.
I voted for the farm bill under the Republican adminis-
tration of Mr. Hoover, not because I approved of portions
of the bill or all of the bill. There was little in it that I did
approve. We sought to amend it by incorporating the
debenture provision, which I did approve. But when we
failed in that, I accepted the bill and voted for it, because
both of the parties had been promising farm relief. I
deferred to the wishes of the administration. I accepted the
leadership of Mr. Hoover. I do not believe the Senator from
Pennsylvania went along with him on the Farm Board bill,
as I recall it.

Mr. REED. Yes; I did.

Mr. CONNALLY. The Senator from Pennsylvania went
along with Mr, Hoover on that bill, and I was following
humbly their leadership. They were carrying the flags and
blowing the horns and I was coming along like a faithful
private in the ranks.

If the Senator from Pennsylvania labors under the delu-
sion that that law has solved all the farmer’s troubles and
that the Republican Party has paid its debt to the farmer,
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well -and good; but I cannot agree with the Senator from
Pennsylvania that the Farm Board law has paid the debt.
I believe that the farmer today is in just as dire extremity as
he was, perhaps worse than when we passed the Farm Board
Act.

I do not agree with all of the pending bill. There is much
in the bill that I do not approve. We know that if the Sen-
ate undertook to frame a farm relief bill, and gave each
Senator a chance to write a farm relief bill, instead of hav-
ing 1 bill, we should probably have 40 bills. Probably every
Senator has a different plan. Within the past year I have
had submitted to me by correspondence I suppose a hundred
different plans for farm relief. We cannot have more than
one plan. We have to accommedate our views. We have to
compromise our contentions. We cannot pass 40 farm relief
bills. It is this bill or nothing.

The Committee on Agriculture and Forestry has been
working for weeks on this measure., Republicans and Demo-
crats alike have agreed upon it. The leader on the other
side of the Senate in agricultural matters, the Senator from
Oregon [Mr. McNary]l, as I understand, voted to report the
bill. It is a compromise measure, in a fashion.

After all, it is a plan of the administration. The adminis-
tration has proposed this plan and frankly avowed that it
is an experiment. The President has gone further and said
that if it is a failure, he will be the first to admit that it is
-a failure and to cease operations under it.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, will the Senator yield for a
question?

Mr. CONNALLY. I shall be glad to.

Mr. REED. The Senator agrees, does he not, that very
great power of regulation over commodity prices is given the
Secretary of Agriculture?

Mr. CONNALLY. I do.

Mr. REED. Did the Senator see in the newspapers a day
or two ago that a seat on the Chicago Board of Trade had
just been purchased by the President’s son-in-law, Mr. Dall?

Mr. CONNALLY. I did not see it. If the Senator says
it was in the paper, I accept his statement.

Mr. REED. I have had information to that effect from
2 or 3 sources. I did not want to mention it unless the
Senator could assure me that it is correct.

Mr. CONNALLY. I do not know anything about it.

Mr. REED. If it is correct, that is a queer way to * drive
the money changers out of the temple.”

Mr. CONNALLY. The Senator from Pennsylvania is not
responsible for anything a son-in-law of the President does
or any other individual except himself. I do not know any-
thing about the newspaper report which the Senator says he
saw. I accept the Senator’s statement that it was in the
paper. The President’s son-in-law to me is no more than
anybody else’s son-in-law. If he violates the laws or the
proprieties, he is subject to the condemnation of the Senator
from Texas and all other men of like mind to the same
extent as anybody else’s son-in-law.

Mr, President, the Senator from Pennsylvania complains
about and is quarreling with the civil service law. Why
should the Senator from Pennsylvania drag in a political
issue like the civil service law in connection with the ad-
ministration of the provisions of the pending bill? Does the
Senator from Pennsylvania believe from a practical stand-
point that he could go to the Civil Service Commission list
of eligibles and find individuals in any large degree who
were capable of administering the provisions of this bill?
Of course, he could not. Of course, he knows he could not.
If I were the Senator from Pennsylvania, one of the spokes-
men of the late administration, I should never mention the
civil service and its administration. Those of us on this
side of the Chamber know that the administration of Presi-
dent Hoover with relation to the civil service was a farce.

What did they do in my State? When they wanted a man
appointed rural carrier or postmaster, they advised the Civil
Service, through the Post Office Department, as to what
individual they wanted appointed, and that individual finally
landed on the eligible list. If he could not make the grade
on the first examination, they would order a new examina-
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tion and give him a second trial. If he did not get on the
list that time, they would keep on having new examinations
until the particular individual they desired to appoint got a
place on the eligible list. If I were the Senator from Penn-
sylvania, I would not speak about the administration of the
civil service law when the recollection of the late adminis-
tration’s method of handling that law is so fresh in the
minds of those of us who received such treatment by the
Civil Service Commission and the Post Office Department in
our areas of the country.

Mr. President, the Senator from Pennsylvania says the
bill is unconstitutional. It may be. I do not know what
the Supreme Court is going to decide on the question. I do
not believe anybody else knows. Frequently the court itself
does not know. Usually the court divides on such questions.
In some of the decisions which the Senator read and sub-
mitted to the Senate there were dissenting opinions. In the
Oklahoma case, as I recall it, Mr. Justice Brandeis wrote
a strong dissenting opinion.

But the Senator from Pennsylvania mistakes the basis
upon which this bill has its foundation. It is not based
upon the same powers that were discussed in the cases to
which the Senator adverted. Most of those cases were
State cases. Most of those cases involved questions of
local control of prices and regulation. This bill is based
upon the interstate commerce clause of the Constitution,
the regulation of commerce between the States. Of course,
if the Court does find that an effort has been made to
reach articles not in interstate commerce, those powers will
fall.

The Senator from Pennsylvania pointed out six grounds
upon which he says the bill will be found unconstitu-
tional. The Senator need not have worried about the last
five grounds. If he can convince the Court of the first one,
that is sufficient. There is no reason on earth why the
Senator should have labored and toiled to get six reasons
why the bill is unconstitutional. All he needs is one good
reason that the court can understand.

The Senator from Pennsylvania is naturally interested
in industrial workers in his State, and properly so. But,
Mr. President, there is no enmity and there ought not to be
any enmity between the industrial workers and the agri-
cultural workers. Their welfare is all bound up together.
If the farmers do not receive a fair return for their labor,
the industrial workers will not secure the measure of em-
ployment that they would otherwise. Unless the industrial
workers receive g living wage, the farmer will not receive an
adequate market for his products. There is no reason for
drawing any lines of confrast or enmity between these
particular groups.

But the Senator from Pennsylvania must admit that every
piece of tariff legislation that has been enacted in the United
States for the past 50 years has been based on the plea that
it was in behalf of American industrial labor, the man in
the shop, the man in the factory. The tariff exactions on
the farmer were extorted from him on the pretext that he
must let labor in the factories get a larger wage, shorter
working hours, better living conditions, at the expense of the
American farmer. All of us know that the tariff bears more
heavily upon agriculture than upon any other industry. Al
of us know that the tariff benefits for agriculture are in-
finitesimal. We know we cannot give to agriculture gener-
ally, except in a few of its branches, any substantial benefits
by tariff legislation, particularly in the case of those com-
modities which are exportable. No tariff will aid agricul-
tural commodities of which we produce an exportable sur-
plus because the surplus which is sold abroad controls the
price of the domestic market here at home. If if is fair for
us to enact legislation for 75 years in behalf of the indus-
trial workers, why can we not now at least make a genuine
effort, a respectable effort, toward a program in behalf of
agricultural labor?

Mr. President, the Senator from Pennsylvania is greatly
exercised about the transfer to the Secretary of Agriculture
of the taxing power. That question did not bother the
Senator when he was voting for the flexible tariff provision.
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We had a bill here, as Senators will remember, giving the
President power to raise and lower tariffs, making them
flexible, without the consent of Congress except as that
consent was obtained in advance by the enactment of the
law. The Senator from Pennsylvania made an able argu-
ment on the constitutionality of that law. It was fair for
Congress to give the President power to raise the tariff if it
would aid the industrial workers of Pennsylvania, but it is
now unconstitutional to give any power to anybody to raise
the prices of agricultural commodities.

I hope I am not unfair in that argument. I think Sena-
tors will recall the very extended, exhaustive, and able argu-
ments of the Senator from Pennsylvania in behalf of the
flexible tariff. If flexibility is good in the tariff, why should
it not be good for those who have been paying the tariff
burdens all these years?

Mr. President, the Senator from Pennsylvania says the
bill will prevent exports, that it will prevent us from selling
our goods in foreign markets. One of the troubles with
agriculture has been the falling off of our foreign markets
and our foreign trade. How the Senator from Pennsylvania
can argue that this bill will hurt the exportation of those
goods, when the purpose of the act is to raise the domestic
price and thereby lower the foreign price, I cannot under-
stand., He says it will be dumping and that foreign coun-
tries will enact antidumping laws. What about manufac-
tured articles? It is frequently claimed that steel rails
manufactured in Pennsylvania are sold for less abroad than
in the United States. I do not know whether that is true
today or not; but if it is true, it presents the same situation
this bill would present. I know of no foreign government
preventing the importation of American steel rails by pro-
hibitive rates.

The Senator from Pennsylvania says we cannot tax one
man and give the benefits to another. The Senator from
Alabama [Mr. Brack] quife properly suggested to the Sena-
tor from Pennsylvania that that is exactly what the tariff
has been doing all these years. It is taxing the farmer, it is
taxing the consumer, and thereby indirectly conferring a
benefit upon the manufacturer and upon the industrial
worker. Of course, it is not exactly a parallel, but the same
principle is involved.

The bill also carries a provision for refinancing farm
mortgages. It seems to me that is perhaps the most ad-
mirable part of the measure. It may not be 100 percent per-
fect. It no doubt has deficiencies and defects in it, but it
at least offers a program to the American farmer to save his
home, to get reduced interest rates. In this period of de-
pression and deflation if the farms are foreclosed and farm-
ers lose their homesteads, we are then faced with the pros-
pect of the United States becoming a country of land barons
and peasants. That is the prospect. No government ought
‘to look upon that prospect with indifference. It is a pros-
pect that no free people can contemplate without grave
concern. This bill does offer a plan for refinancing farm
mortgages in order to extend and amortize loans at lower
rates of interest and thereby give substantial relief to the
farm owners of America.

Mr. President, in conclusion, let me say that I do not pre-
tend to say that, were I writing the bill, I would write it
as it is written. There is much in it to which I do not
agree. There is much in it which I accept with doubt and
with uncertainty. Butf, Mr. President, who has offered a
better plan? Why does not the Senator from Pennsylvania,
if he is concerned with agriculture, offer a better plan?
Why does not the Senafor from Oregon [Mr. McNaryl,
long the champion of farm legislation, bring into this
Chamber something better? It is easy to criticize. It is
easy for a shrewd lawyer with a keen mind like that of the
Senator from Pennsylvania to go into his library in the quiet
of the evening and pick constitutional flaws and technical
defects in any piece of legislation. I dare say that the Sena-
tor from Pennsylvania can take any bill now on the Vice
President’s desk, and, given 24 hours in his study, would be
able to come back and show the Senate, according to his
own ideas and standards, that we could not by any possible
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means uphold the constitutionality of the particular bill
1t is easy to criticize. It is difficult to construct. 3

Mr. President, this is the administration plan to redeem
its platform pledges as to agriculture. It is the adminis-
tration plan to meet its promises to the American people.
It is the plan of the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry,
composed of Republicans and Democrats alike. It is the
plan of the President, who frankly admits it is an experiment
and who states that if it is not a success he will be the first
to admit it is a failure and frankly tell the American people
and the Congress in order that we may adopt some other
plan.

The President has a program; he has a plan. The country
has faith in the President’s leadership. Now is the time fo
go forward and give the President’s plan a chance, an op-
portunity to demonstrate either its success or its failure.

I voted against section 3 of the bill, which is known as the
Simpson amendment, because the President and the Secre-
tary of Agriculture do not want that amendment; that it
is not a part of their plan. They regard it as impracticable,
and I regard it as impracticable. I do not believe that it is
workable.

Mr. President, let us give this administration bill a chance.
Let us give the farmer a chance; let us see whether or not
the bill can accomplish the result that it offers to the Ameri-
can people; but let us not quibble and criticize. We can
have only 1 plan; we cannot have 40 plans. This plan is
offered; it has the backing of the administration and of this
side of the Chamber, and I appeal to Members on the other
side of the aisle to do as we did in voting for the Farm Board
bill under Mr. Hoover, Let us give the present administra-
tion a chance to redeem its promises and to keép faith with
the people of the United States.

Mr. BATLEY. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Texas yield to the Senator from North Carolina?

Mr. CONNALLY. I yield.

Mr. BAILEY. The Senator from Texas, I take it, invites
the Senators on the other side of the Chamber to do as he
did and vote for the pending farm relief bill and suffer the
same fate?

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, the Senator from North
Carolina anticipates that this bill will be the failure that
the Farm Board bill was. Perhaps it will be; I do not know.
I voted for the Farm Board bill, however, hoping that it
would do some good, trusting that it would do some good,
and I submit now to the Senator from North Carolina that
an honest effort o do something in any good cause is worth
more than failure and negation and sitting still and under-
taking to do nothing.

How are we to know with certainty as to anything that
may happen? Mr. President, is not the field of invention,
the field of science, and every pathway which the world
has ever trod a fleld of experiment? We do not know until
we try. Except for experiment it would not be known that
the big mosquitoes that come in from the sea and breed along
the marshes in North Carolina were transmitting yellow
fever and by a bite would carry that deadly germ into the
human body. Except for experiment, America, which has
given us life and nourishment and an opportunity to live,
would still be inhabited by the red man. Christopher Co-
lumbus did a little experimenting. He started out to find
India; he did not know he was going to find America. How
could he know it? He had a dream; he had a vision that
over yonder somewhere were the East Indies, that the earth
was round, and that by going westward he would arrive at
the East Indies. He did not arrive in the East Indies. No;
but he arrived in another Indies, in another land which,
compared to the Indies, with 400 years added in advance-
ment, is greater in riches, in resources, in the marvels of
this day than any Indies of old.

Mr. President, of course this is an experiment. How did
the scientist yonder in the laboratory learn the causes of
diseases of the human body and ascertain how to cure them?
How does the physician advance his science except by
experiment?
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If we try one plan for the farmers and, after a trial, they
say it does not work, I shall not be sorry that I tried; I
would be sorry if I had not tried. Failure, if it comes, will
be failure in a good cause, I shall say to the Senator from
South Carolina.

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Texas yield to the Senator from North Carolina?

Mr. CONNALLY. I retract the reference to the Senator.
I know he is rising to suggest that he is from North Caro-
lina instead of South Carolina. I retract and correct my
statement. I intended to say “the Senator from North
Carolina ", and I am not going to make any reference to
what the Governor of North Carolina said to the Governor
of South Carolina. [Laughter.]

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Texas yield to the Senator from North Carolina?

Mr. CONNALLY. I yield.

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. President, I understand that the Sena-
tor from Texas argues——

Mr. CONNALLY. No; the Senator from Texas does not
argue; he just states his reasons.

Mr. BAILEY. All right; I will accept his characterization.
The Senator states that it is a wise policy to expose the
farmer not to one bite of the mosquitoes but to a thousand
bites. I think the argument would be good if we should
expose the Senators rather than the farmers to the bites.

Mr. CONNALLY. I shall say to the Senator that I had
rather be stung by a mosquito, as Walter Reed and some
of his associates were, in order to try to solve the problem,
even though I suffered some inconvenience and some dis-
comfort, than simply to do nothing and not try to solve it.
It is easy to vote against anything and everything, but it
takes courage to try an experiment. If we try the experi-
ment and it fails, of course the farmers will blame us; they
will say, “ You voted for a plan that did not work.” But,
Mr. President, I had rather try and fail than not try at all.

I know the Senator from North Carolina is entirely sincere
and may fear this bill, if enacted, may not work. He may
be correct; but unless we shall pass the bill we shall never
know whether he was correct or not. However, if we do
enact the measure and it is in any degree a success, blessed
will be our action and improved will be the weal of the
farmer.

Mr. President, I want to say frankly that I do not believe
this bill will realize all the hopes that have been aroused in
the farmer’s breast. I am frank to say that I do not believe
any bill looking toward farm relief will make every farmer
prosperous and happy; that is impossible; it cannot be done;
but if this bill does anything toward egualizing his economic
condition with that of industry and with that of other lines
of business in the United States, it will have made some
progress; we shall have accomplished something; we shall
not have simply been advocates of negation, inaction, inde-
cision, doubt, and all kindred processes of do nothing.

I know there is an old saying, “ When in doubt, do noth-
ing.” Well, Mr. President, a great many people are in doubt
all the time, and if the doctrine “ when in doubt, do nothing ”
is good, the world would still be back over yonder on the
banks of the Nile with the Egyptians. It takes daring
spirits, it takes enterprise; it takes those who are willing to
take the risk of blame; it takes those who are willing to take
the hazard of condemnation if their efforts fail to blaze new
paths and to accomplish new things. Old Christopher Co-
lumbus, to whom I adverted a little while ago, when he got
half way over to America, had a mutiny in his fleet; his
sailors rose up and challenged his authority. What did
Christopher Columbus do? Did he say, “I am afraid to go
on; somebody may criticize me; I may not get to the Indies;
I am afraid; I shall not go farther; I shall stop; I shall not
do anything, and anyway, it may be unconstitutional to go
over there, and I shall not go; I shall not try.” But had he
turned around and gone back to Spain, the forebears of the
Senator from North Carolina might still be over in England
or possibly in Ireland or some of the other European coun-
tries even until this day, and the Senator would not be
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bothered with questions in the American Senate, but would
be sitting in the councils of the king.

Mr. President, I want to admit that this bill is an experi-
ment; I want fo admit that it will not give to the farmer all
the things that he is hoping for; I want to admit that it
may be in some aspect a failure; but it is at least an effort;
it is action instead of inaction; it is a program instead of
sitting still and doing nothing. It is a charted course, in-
stead of the course of Mr. Hoover, of dillydallying, side-
stepping issues, turning them over to commissions. We have
leadership in the White House, and, as a Democrat and an
American, I propose to follow the leadership of the President
unless to do so is contrary fo my own judgment and my own
convictions.

We all know that all farm legislation is experimental.
We had the McNary-Haugen bill, we had the debenture
plan, we had the Farm Board, and now me have this meas-
ure. Suppose it fails. We shall admit its failure and take
some other course, adopt some other program; but, Mr.
President, we at least have here a program and a plan,
and I, for one, representing a great agricultural State, pro-
pose to vote for the bill and give the administration’s plan
a chance and the administration itself an opportunity to
redeem its pledges to the American people.

THE PRESIDENT AND THE FARMER

Mr. OVERTON. Mr. President, I have listened with a
great deal of ‘interest to the argument presented by the
Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. Reep] against the enaci-
ment of this bill, in which he attacked it on the ground of
the difficulty of its practical administration and on the
ground of its constitutionality, and wherein he has assailed
the very purpose of the measure itself. I have also listened
with a great deal of admiration and entertainment to the
very able argument made by the Senator from Texas [Mr,
ConnaLLy] in refutation of that advanced by the Senator
from Pennsylvania. I have, too, listened with a great deal
of interest to and have gained much information from the
arguments which for the last 3 or 4 days have been pre-
sented in the Senate in connection with this bill. Those
arguments, Mr. President, have convinced me that the im-
pression I entertained at the time of the introduction of
the bill, and have, in fact, entertained for some time, is
correct—namely, that we have a very difficult problem with
which to deal. Still, Mr. President, we have a problem,
and that problem is confronting us today as it has been
confronting us for some 12 years, and it has been growing
more and more and more acute. It is inviting legislative
attention and, if possible, legislative enactment success-
fully to deal with it and relieve the distressing situation
which faces the agricultural industry of the United States.

As I listened to the debate of the very able and distin-
guished Senators upon this floor, I was driven inescapably
to the conclusion that there cannot be enacted by the Con-
gress of the United States any statute that would under-
take, in detailed provisions, to regulate this industry and to
solve this great problem. So complex is it, so infinite in its
variety, dealing with different commodities, dealing with
different sections of the country, dealing with the constant
changes in the swiftly moving panorama of economic events
passing before our view, that I have come to the conclusion
that detailed regulations in respect to our agricultural in-
dustry that would be undertaken by statutory enactment
today would be obsolete perhaps in a few months; that what
would be practical and good and sound to incorporate in a
statute now may later on prove to be ineffective; and that
regulations that we would think today would be justified
might, on experiment, prove to be faulty.

Therefore, I have come to the conclusion, Mr. President,
that if we are going to undertake to deal with this problem,
if we are going to undertake to provide the ways and means
by which it is to be solved, we shall have to vest somewhere
the authority to prescribe regulations looking toward the
solution of this problem rather than to undertake ourselves
to prescribe them by an enactment of Congress.

Mr. President, I am reenforced in that conclusion when I
realize that for some 12 years—or perhaps not quite that
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long, but at least for a number of years—our national legis-
lative body has had this problem up for consideration, and
to date has failed to solve it.

You know, and we know, and the country knows, that
various plans have been proposed in the House of Repre-
sentatives and in the Senate of the United States, and they
have never fructified into legislation.

There was presented the equalization-fee plan, which
passed both Houses and which met its death under a Presi-
dential veto.

There was the export-debenture plan, which, according to
my recollection, never survived the parturition pains of
forensic discussion.

The domestic-allotment plan, which in the House, where
I was last session, was incorporated into a bill and with
enthusiasm sent to this Chamber for enactment, never
became law.

According to my understanding, the only major measure
or plan that has been enacted into law by the Congress of
the United States dealing with farm relief has been the
creation of the Federal Farm Board; and when a few days
ago an Executive order destroyed the existence of that
Board that order was received with cheers in the House of
Representatives and with dignified satisfaction in the Senate
of the United States.

Mr. President, what are we going to do about this
problem? :

Every Senator who has taken the floor and discussed
bill has recognized the existence of the problem. They have
recognized the acuteness of it. They have recognized the
complexity of it. They have recognized the long duration
of it. They have recognized the growing seriousness of it.
Under an administration called into being by an overwhelm-
ing vote of the United States to bring about farm relief
among other relief measures, shall we, the representatives
of the people, go back to our farmer friends and say that
under the request and at the behest of the man who was
placed in power to preside over the destinies of this Nation
to do something to bring about farm relief after Congress
had failed for some 12 years successfully to cope with this
problem, once more we have failed, that we are unable to
solve the problem, that it is beyond the power and the
ability and the comprehension of the Senate of the United
States of America? No, Mr. President, I do not think we
can afford to do that.

For my part, it appears to me that there is only one
course that I can pursue. We may all differ, and we do
differ, as to what is the best plan of farm relief to be
adopted; and if we unite on any one particular plan, we
differ as to the details of that plan; but there is one fact
that stands out boldly in the recent political history of this
country.

When Mr. Roosevelt accepted the nomination of the Dem-
ocratic Party, he did so upon a platform which declared—
and I quote in part from it—

We favor the restoration of agriculture, the Nation's basic in-
dustry; better financing of farm mortgages through recognized
farm bank agencies at low rates of interest on an amortization
plan, glving preference to credits for the redemption of farms
and homes sold under foreclosure; * * * effective control of
crop luses so that our farmers may have the full benefit of
the domestic market.

The enactment of every constitutfonal measure that will aid

the farmers to receive for their basic farm commodities prices in
excess of cost.

Mr. Roosevelt ran upon that platform. He was elected
President of the United States with that issue as one of the
major issues of the campaign—failure on the part of Re-
publican administration after Republican administration
to bring about any farm relief—and he was sent into the
power of the White House under the mandate and under
the commission of an overwhelming majority of the Ameri-
can people to effect that which previous administrations
had failed to do.

Acting under that mandate, commissioned as it were by
the American people, he has sent to Congress this bill and
has asked that it be enacted into law. It has passed the
House of Representatives. It has been reported favorably
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by the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. It has been
debated here for a number of days. There is no one who,
either in a separate bill or in debate, has suggested a better
plan for us to adopt to carry out the pledges that were
made by this administration and by the great majority of
the Members of the Senate and of the House of Representa-
tives in reference to this program of farm relief.

Mr. President, I know that the Senate is jealous of its
powers and its prerogatives. I know that unwillingly and
reluctantly it will surrender those powers and prerogatives
to any executive or to any other agency. But, Mr. Presi-
dent, we are confronted not so much with a theory; we are
confronted with a fact, and we are confronted with a situa-
tion which cries out for something to be done. I feel that
although this bill does vest drastic and extraordinary powers
in the Secretary of Agriculture and in the executive officers
who are going to administer it, yet it is a bill that, in con-
sonance with the platform of the Democratic Party, is in
harmony, I am sure, with what the Republican Party itself
desires; and I am going to support the bill.

Mr. President, I think there should be placed in the REcorD
a few statistics showing the details of the great problem
which confronts us.

I take this information from the Crop Reporting Board of
the Bureau of Agricultural Economics of the Department of
Agriculture,

According to these figures, the March 1933 farm prices for.
cotton were 6.1 cents per pound as against 12.4 cents per
pound during the 5-year pre-war period, being the basic
period of the proposed act.

Wheat is selling at 34! cents per bushel as against 88.4
cents per bushel during the pre-war period.

Corn is selling for 20.6 cents per bushel as against 64.2
cents per bushel during the pre-war period.

Hogs are selling at 3.22 cents per pound as against 7.24
cents per pound during the pre-war period. .

Cattle are selling at 3.42 cents per pound as against 5.2
cents per pound during the pre-war period.

Cotton today is selling for 49 percent of the prices of the
pre-war period, corn 32 percent, wheat 39 percent, and hogs
44 percent.

The prices that are being paid by the farmer today for the
commodities that he purchases are 3% percent higher than
the prices of the basic pre-war period referred to in this act.
The prices received by the farmer are 50 percent lower than
those of the pre-war period.

Mr. President, in the year 1919 the gross farm income,
including income from crops and income from livestock and
livestock products, was $16,935,000,000.

In 1929 it had gone down to $11,937,010,000.

In 1930, one year later, it had gone down still further to
$9,396,039,000.

One year later, in 1931, this gross farm income had shrunk
to $6,945,201,000.

It is estimated that in 1932 the gross farm income was
approximately only $5,240,000,000.

Farm income has dropped from 22 percent of our national
wealth, in 1920, to 7 percent, in 1932,

Mr. President, what about farm mortgages? In 1810 the
farm-mortgage debt was $3,320,000,000. In 1928 the farm-
mortgage debt had trebled and was $9,468,000,000. I am
advised that it has decreased in 1833 to some $8,500,000,000.
But it has not decreased by reason of any retirement of the
principal. It has decreased by reason of the liquidation of
farm-mortgage debts through foreclosures.

This increase of the farm-mortgage debt, so alarming even
in its bare narration, has not been the result of improve-
ments on the farms; it has not been the result of extension
of agricultural activities, but it has been the result of the
gradual accumulation of operative losses in the conduct of
farming operations.

Mr. President, couple these statistics with the fact that
6% million families, or 22% percent of our population,
actually live on our farms, and that 50 million of our people,
all told, are dependent on agriculture, and then look upon
the other side of the picture. While the prices of farm
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commodities have been going down and down, as the price
levels of farm commodities have been receding on a down-
ward scale from the price levels of the things he has to buy,
yvet the fixed costs and the fixed charges which operate
against the farmer have continued in unabated fury, and at
times with increased fury. !

State, local, and Federal taxes have not gone down during
this period of grief to the farmer, covering some 13 years.
They have doubled and trebled. Freight rates, telegraph,
telephone, electric, and water rates have not gone down.
The interest charges still remain high, and the amortized
payments on the principal of the debts are still to be met.
Have the costs of farming implements and machinery gone
down? Has there been a drop in the prices of the things
with which the farmer conducts his operations, the tools
and implements of his industry? No; they have increased
by some 53 percent over what they were during the pre-war
period.

Mr. President, I look beyond the debate going on in this
Chamber. I look beyond this scene, where the distinguished
legislators in this body talk about the practical workings
and the administration of the bill under consideration,
about its constitutionality; about what would happen if
some farmer were to go to his community store and under-
take to exchange a few bushels of wheat for a pair of socks
or a pair of shoes; about the processing of the shoat of
some sow into pork by some farmer with a view of disposing
of that product, and urge various objections to the actual
workings and operations of the plans proposed by this bill.
I say I look beyond this Chamber. I look down to our south-
ern fields and our western plains, and I lose sight of the
captious objections urged here to this measure, and I see
mounting higher and higher the accumulation year by year
of the great surplus of millions of bales of cotton and mil-
lions of bushels of wheat. )

Mr. President, what I see foday is the farmer standing
out yonder in his field. He is going about his accustomed,
his ancient, his primordial task of providing the clothing
and the food for the teeming millions of this great country.
He is not idling, he is not in the bread lines, he is not
walking the streets of our cities looking for employment or
asking for alms. I make no criticism of those poor indus-
trial laborers who are driven to that extremity, but the fact
remains that the farmer is going about his work of produc-
ing the food and the clothing for this great country of ours.
He is awaiting a solution of his great problem. “ Still bowed
with the weight of centuries ”, he leans today upon his hoe,
looks with expectant hope to his Nation’s Capital, while yet
“upon his back rests the burden of the world.”

I see another figure, Mr. President. I look from those
fields in our rural districts; I look beyond this Senate Cham-
ber and I see another figure at the other end of Pennsyl-
vania Avenue, his face lit with the kindly grace of Abraham
Lincoln, yet strong with the stern resolution of our martyred
President. For my part I propose, when the roll is called
on this bill, to vote for the farmer and for our President.

Mr. HASTINGS obtained the floor.

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a
quorum. _

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following
Senators answered to their names:

Adams Carey Gore McEellar
Ashurst Clark Hale McNary
Austin Connally Harrison Metcalf
Bachman Coolidge Hastings Murphy
Balley Copeland Hatfleld Neely
Bankhead Costigan Hayden Norbeck
Barbour Couzens Hebert Norris

Barkley Cutting Johnson Nye

Black Dickinson Eean Overton

Bone Dieterich Eendrick Patterson
Borah Dill Eeyes Pittman
Bratton Duffy La Follette Pope

Brown Erickson Lewis Reed

Bulkley Fess Logan Reynolds
Bulow Fletcher Lonergan Robinson, Ark,
Byrd Frazier Long Robinson, Ind.
Byrnes George McAdoo Russell
Capper Glass McCarran Behall
Caraway Goldsborough McGill Sheppard
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Shi Thomas, Okla. - Vandenberg Walsh
Smith Townsend Van Nuys Wheeler
Bteiwer Trammell Wagner White
Stephens Tydings Walcott

Mr, LEWIS. I desire to announce that the Senator from
Utah [Mr. TroMmas] is necessarily defained from the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Ninety-one Senators having
answered to their names, a quorum is present.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, I tender an amend-
ment to be offered subsequently to the bill, which I ask may
be printed and lie on the table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be
printed and lie on the table.

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. President, I ask to have inserted in
the ReEcorp at this point an article containing an interview
given by my colleague the senior Senator from Rhode Island
[Mr. MercaLr]l, appearing in the Providence Bulletin, re-
garding the bill now before the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so
ordered.

The article is as follows:

[From the Providence (R.I.) Bulletin]

Following a study of the probable effect of the proposed farm
relief bill on his State, Senator Jesse H. MercaLr today declared
that the super sales tax proposed in the bill would cost the people
of Rhode Island 75 times as much as could be reaped in benefit by
Rhode Island farmers.

“The bill would cost Rhode Island consumers an estimated
$7,600,000 per year in the form of taxes on the necessities of life”,
said the Senator. “At the same time, the Rhode Island farmers
could not possibly benefit to an extent greater than $282,000, while
paying a tax themselves of $181,000. Thus the people of Rhode
Island would be paying $7,500,000 in taxes in order that Rhode Is-
land farmers might benefit by $100,000.”

“ Buch a proposal is obviously a rank discrimination against my
State ", sald Benator Mercarr, “ and I shall most certainly oppose
any measure which would result in such unfair taxation.”

“The gross value of agricultural products of Rhode Island is
something in excess of §10,000,000. I cannot see how the farmers
of the State can be benefited by an increased value of less than 1
percent, especially when the purchasing power of Rhode Island
consumers is decreased by 75 times that much.”

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. President, I think it is rather sur-
prising that the Senator from Texas [Mr. ConnALLY], who
addressed the Senate a few moments ago, should have
blamed the Republicans of the Senate for the first defeat
of the Democratic administration in the Senate. I have
before me that particular vote. The Senator complains that
the administration did not want the cost-of-production
amendment which was adopted this afternoon and that the

. Republicans were responsible for its adoption. I desire to

call attention to the fact that the record shows there were
28 Democrats voting for the amendment and 27 Democrats
voting against it, while 18 Republicans voted for it and 14
Republicans voted against it, I think if there be any par-
ticular blame to be attached to anyone, the Senator from
Texas owes an apology to somebody because of the remark
he made with respect to that particular amendment. How-
ever, in view of the fact that I shall have some other things
to say about what the Senator from Texas has said, I shall
not ask him to reply immediately.

Mr. President, it is true I am not a member of the com-
mittee that has passed upon this bill and I have not given
as much study to it as many other Senators have given.
One does not have to give much study to it, however, to real-
ize its very great importance and the tremendous effect that
it may have upon the country.

The President in recommending the bill to the Congress
stated frankly that it was an experiment, and further stated
that if it did not work well he would be the first to admit it
and be ready to abandon it. I assume the bill is to be
passed substantially as it was reported by the committee and
I sincerely hope that it may accomplish the purposes in-
tended by those who conceived and framed it.

About one fourth of the population of the Nation are liv-
ing on the farms and depending on the products of the farm
for a livelihood. The total products for the farm for the
year 1931 were $6,955,000,000. The bill places the whole of
that population and the whole of this huge business, approx-
imating $7,000,000,000 annually, in the hands of a single indi-
vidual, the Secretary of Agriculture. :
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I do not overlook the fact, as pointed out by the sponsors
of the bill, that nothing in the bill undertakes to force any
farmer to come within its terms. Our attention has been
called to the fact that the agreements that are to be made
between the farmer and the Secretary of Agriculture are vol-
untary agreements and any farmer that disagrees with the
proposal of the Government need not accept any proposed
conftract or any other benefits of this act.

Mr. President, while this is technically true, it is no answer
at all to the charge that every farmer in the land is placed
under the control of the Government and a single admin-
istrative officer of the Government. The bill creates one of
the most gigantic trusts that ever was conceived. No such
thing as this has ever before been proposed in a land where
the people were free and could make their own rules and
regulations to govern and control themselves.

No farmer and no group of farmers dare to refuse to come
within the terms of the bill and put himself under the con-
trol of the Government. The very essentials and necessaries
of life of the whole Nation are bound tightly within the four
corners of this legislation. There are no checks and balances
for the production of any individual under its terms. The
whole Nation shall hereafter be dependent upon the good
sense and fairness of a single individual. There are no ap-
peals from his decisions, no relief from an arbitrary finding
of facts; no way to get rid of an unfair regulation. Full
power is given to shift farm prices back and forth as rapidly
as the days come and go. No stability in prices is left any-
where.

Crop reports will be of no service in the future. They
will not be a guide to persons dealing in these commodities
after the passage of this act. Those persons who desire to
make a budget for the purchase of farm commodities in the
future can no longer speculate upon the weather, but they
will be compelled to speculate upon the mind of a single in-
dividual and, in my judgment, the frailties of the mind of
man are entirely too weak for such responsibilities.

Mr. President, it is contended by the Secretary of Agri-
culture that if he is to properly carry out the purposes of
the bill it becomes necessary for the Congress to give him
the very extraordinary powers about which I am complain-
ing. I am not at all certain that that is not in the main true.
It seems to me, however, that in considering legislation there
are two important things to be considered. If it be believed
by the Congress that the object of the legislation is a
worthy one, the next question that arises is whether it can
be so framed that it can be successfully administered. We
sometimes conceive of legislation that we believe would be
helpful to the people of the Nation, but when we come to
prepare the necessary act involving its administration, we
find the thing wholly impracticable. To my mind, this bill
ought to be considered from that viewpoint. In other words,
it seems to me that if we admit that this bill would benefit
the whole people of the Nation, but are at the same time
compelled to admit that it could not be administered except
by giving this tremendous power to a single individual, I
should feel justified in opposing it. I can think of no condi-
tion, unless it be the threatened invasion by the country of a
foreign foe, that would justify the American Congress in
turning over to a single individual the power to tax the con-
sumers of the Nation for the benefit of the producers of
farm products. I can think of hardly any emergency that
would justify putting in the hands of one man the power to
license or refuse license to the various processors of farm
products. I can think of nothing more shocking than giving
to such an individual the right to prohibit or control the
kind of a contract that a producer proposes to make with a
pProcessor.

Mr. President, the farther away we get from the human
element in the administration of any law the safer that law
becomes, and the more nearly uniform its administration
becomes. Certainly this bill has enough of that element in
it to cause alarm, and I say this without any disrespect or
reflection upon those who may be called upon to admin-
ister it.
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Let us see what the Secretary of Agriculture says with

respect to certain portions of the bill. It appears in the
Recorp at page 1551. I quote:
- It would be possible for a Secretary of Agriculture equipped
with one set of prejudices to do a grave injustice in this part of
the bill to the farmers, whereas another Secretary of Agriculture,
with a different set of prejudices, might do a grave injustice to
the consumers.

No one will contend that it is possible to administer the
bill without prejudices and without making very serious mis-
takes. No one will contend that it is possible with the great
army of employees that will be necessary to enforce it that
fraud and favoritism can possibly be avoided.

In this connection I call attention to paragraph (e) of
section 10, which reads as follows:

The action of any officer, employee, or agent in determining the
amount of and in making any rental or benefit payment shall not

be subject to review by any officer of the Government other than
the Secretary of Agriculture or the Secretary of the Treasury.

It will be observed that in the bill we have entirely aban-
doned the one thing of which the Government has always
boasted, its accounting department. Employees of the Gov-
ernment everywhere, however small the amounts of Govern-
ment funds that pass through their hands, have always
been subject to the careful scrutiny of the auditing depart-
ment of the Government. This bill not only abandons
that but there is no provision in it anywhere providing for
a system of auditing of any kind. It is assumed, I suppose,
that this will be done by regulation, but, so far as Congress
is concerned, it is leaving that entirely to an administrative
officer of the Government.

There are 3,072 counties in the country. It will be neces-
sary for employees of the Government under the bill to be
spread over 2ll of those counties. How many it would take
I do not know. Mr. John A. Simpson, president of the
National Farmers Union, in his testimony, estimated that it
would take 200,000 people to administer the provisions of
the hill and at the same time he placed the cost at $600,000,-
000. I certainly hope his estimate of the number of people
and the cost is greatly exaggerated.

It must be remembered, however, that the prooessing
plants which would need supervision are many thousands,
and I do not see how it is possible for any person to approx-
imate the number of people that may be requ;lred to a.dmin
ister the bill.

But, Mr. President, there is another matter to which I
desire to direct the attention of the Senate. The bill at
the very outset makes a declaration of an emergency, refers
to the disparity between the prices of agricultural and other
commodities, * which disparity has largely destroyed the
purchasing power of farmers for industrial products.”

In the declaration of policy contained in section 2 the
following language is used:

To establish and maintain such balance between the production
and consumption of agricultural commoditles, and such market-
ing conditions therefor, as will reestablish prices to farmers at a
level that will give agricultural commodities a purchasing power

with respect to articles that farmers buy equivalent to the
purchasing power of agricultural commodities in the base period.

In puamph C of section 9 it is stated that—

The falr exchange value of a commodity shall be the price
therefor that will give the commodity the same purchasing
power, with respect to articles farmers buy, as such commodity
had during the base period.

From the language which I have quoted it would appear
that the object of this portion of the bill is to increase the
purchasing power of the farmer for industrial products, to
give the agricultural commodities a purchasing power with
respect to articles that farmers buy equivalent to the pur-
chasing power of agricultural commodities in the base period.
As I understand this portion of the bill, it is based upon
the theory that an inequality exists because that which the
farmer sells today has a price index of about 50, while that
which he buys at the present time has an index price of
about 104.
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The distinguished Senator from Arkansas [Mr. RosInsoN],
who discussed this bill so thoroughly, made reference several
times in his speech to this condition, stating that—

Either industrial prices must be brought down or farm prices
must be raised. By some means they must be brought closer to
parity.

And again he said:

For the sake of our economlic health we must restore that parity
between the prices of the things the farmer sells and the prices
of the things he buys.

To call this cholce of a base period arbitrary, or to go & step
further—

Says the Democratic leader—

and call the commodity price index meaningless, as some have, is
to betray a singular ignorance of the relations between agriculture
and mdu,at.ry t.hrcu.ghout the years. To anyone who apprecmr-es
these relationships the commodity price index is full of meaning.
It indicates now that while the farmer continues to labor and
produce the buying power of his products has dropped to an un-
deniably low level in terms of the commodities for which he ordi-
narily exchanges his products.

I do not propose, Mr. President, to enter into any contro-
versy about the desirability of increasing the price of farm
commodities; it would undoubtedly add to the prosperity of
the Nation, but I do think it is important to make it
perfectly clear that this drastic legislation is founded upon
the theory that that which the farmer buys has greatly in-
creased in cost while that which he produces has greatly
decreased in value.

This bill is based upon the false presumption that the
farmer expends all of his income for industrial products.
The language of the bill itself, as well as the language of
those who are supporting and advocating it, is apparently
all based upon this presumption,

I realize that statistics relating to the farmer’s income
and his expenses are depressing things to consider. The
figures I shall quote clearly indicate that the farmer is in
distress, but it is important that in our effort to assist him
we should not base the legislation upon false theories.

A survey by the Department of Agriculture over a period
of years, covering 7,437 farms, located in all parts of the
United States, gives the average receipts for the year 1931
for each farm as $1,549. The same survey shows that $1,287
of that income was expended by the farmer in the operation
of the farm in the following manner:

Hired labor ... 3?0;

0

183
186

Seed
Machinery and tools
Miscellaneous items EEET Ly |
It seems to me that it is of some importance to call atten-
tion to the fact that industrial products constituted but a
small porticn of this expense. Certainly there must be elim-
inated hired labor, taxes, and interest. I think feed ought
also to be excluded, because the cost of feed is so directly
connected with the price of the farm products. And cer-
tainly livestock bought ought to be eliminated. I assume
that seed is also a farm product and might be eliminated,
although I suppose it is true that those who make a spe-
cialty of producing seed may not always be classed as farm-
ers. But if we eliminate the items I have mentioned we
have left fertilizer, machinery and tools, and the miscella-
neous items, the total of which amounts to $284, It will
thus appear that only 11,8 percent of that which is used by
the farmer in the operation of his farm can be classed as
industrial products. And yet we stand here today insisting
to the country that it is necessary to increase the price of
the farmer’s products so that he may have an opportunity
to buy industrial products and thus increase their value.
According to the Agricultural Yearbook for 1932, on page
907, the 1930 census shows 30,157,000, or 24.6 percent of the
people of the Nation, living on the farms. The total popu-
lation is 122,775,000, and if we deduct the number living
on the farm, we have left 92,628,000, who will be compelled
to bear the burden of the cost of this proposed legislation.

LXXVII—105
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The Secretary of Agriculture estimates that it will in-
crease the cost to the consumer $800,000,000. Others have
estimated that it will certainly cost a billion dollars and
perhaps much more than that.

If we assume that the 92 million people who do not live
on the farm will have fo bear this tax, and we estimate
the tax at $15 per person, we get a total cost fo the con-
sumer of $1,380,000,000. As nearly as I have been able to
make the computation, the cost will be at least that much.
Thus it means a tax on every family of five in the United
States of $75 annually.

If it be desired to speculate a little, it seems to me that
the unemployed and their families probably represent at
least one third of the people of the country who do not live
on the farm. If that be true, and it be assumed, as it
must be assumed, that such unemployed cannot bear the
burden of this increased price, the burden is immediately
shifted to the other two thirds and their per capita tax
of $15 is increased to $22.50 per person, or from $75 per
family of five to $112.50.

I am wondering how anybody can justify any such per-
formance as this. We have heard some complaint on the
floor of the Senate about taking some $500,000,000 from
the soldiers and Governmenit employees. We have under-
taken to justify that because of the condition of the Fed-
eral Treasury,

Our attention has been called to the fact that immedi-
ately after doing that we appropriated some $250,000,000 to
pay the men working in the national forests and we donated
$500,000,000 to the States to assist them in caring for the
unemployed, and it has been undertaken to justify these
acts upon the ground that they were necessary in order to
enable many people fo live. But what justification can
there be for taxing three fourths of the people, at least
one third of whom are now living on charity, the sum of
$10 or $15 per person annually in order to put farm products
on a parity with industrial products? All of this is to be
done, it will be remembered, in order that farm producis
may be on a parity with industrial products, which con-
stitute but 11.8 percent of the annual cost of operating
a farm.

Mr. President, it is impossible for me to forget in this con-
nection some of the arguments I have heard upon the floor
of the Senate with respect to the principles of the Repub-
lican tariff advocated by the Republican Party. The Re-
publicans have been charged in season and out of season
with imposing a great tax burden upon the American people
by reason of the high protective tariff which that party has
advocated. Many Members of the Senate on the other sida
of the Chamber have time and again figured the entire
tariff as a tax upon the American people. We have insisted
that the tariff did not always increase the price of the article
upon which it was laid, but that it merely protected it for
the home industries and the wage earners in those industries.
In addition to that, the tariff constitutes an important part
of the revenue and thus helps to bear the expenses of the
Federal Government. In view of this fact, is it not rather
surprising to find the Democratic Party advocating an out-
right tax on the consumers of the Nation in order to benefit
certain producers of the Nation? Of course, the answer to
this suggestion is the same as it has always been, that the
Republican protective tariff was enacted in behalf of the
special and big interests of the Nation, while the tax pro-
posed by the pending bill is for the benefit of an entirely
different and a very worthy class. However much merit one
may think there is in that answer, those who advocate this
bill can never stand forth again as the champions of the
consuming public. They can never again successfully argue
that there is no merit in the sales tax, because this bill
places upon the consuming public a sales tax greater than
the advocates of any sales tax ever dreamed of imposing.

Mr. President, I desire to call attention to paragraph (e)
of section 15, which reads as follows:

During any period for which a processing tax is in effect with
to any commodity there shall be levied, assessed, collected,
and pald upon any article processed or manufactured wholly or
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in chief value from such commodity and imported Into the United
States or any possession thereof to which this title applies, from
any foreign country or from any possession of the United States
to which this title does not apply, a compensating tax equal to
the amount of the processing tax in effect with respect to domestic
processing at the time of importation. "Such tax shall be paid
prior to the release of the article from customs custody or control.

I think it rather remarkable that the present administra-
tion should be willing to write this paragraph into any law,
in view of the attitude of the Democratic Party with respect
to the flexible provisions of the Tariff Act. I suppose the
answer to this is the same as that made to any other criti-
cism offered on the floor of the Senate with respect to recent
legislation, namely, that an emergency exists. Bui when
one takes a casual glance at the arguments made in oppo-
gition to the flexible provision of the Republican tariff act
it is difficult for him to conceive of an emergency that would
overcome such arguments.

I first desire to quote from a speech made by the former
distinguished Senator from Missouri, Mr. Hawes, who this
year voluntarily retired from the Senate. I quote from the
Recorp his remarks of September 30, 1929, page 4081:

Mr. President, the proposal by the majority members of the
Finance Committee seems to me to be unfortunate. It is in effect
the reassertion of the divine right of the king—that “ the king
can do no wrong."

I shall not occupy time now in a discussion of the historical
background where this power to regulate taxation has been taken
away from the ruler of every civilized country in the world, or
that republics have been sei up and monarchies have been de-
stroyed that the representatives of the people might control this
particular power in governmental affairs. Today in every country
in the world the taxing power is deposited with the legislative
branch of the government.

Where formerly the voice of one man decided everything we have
advanced to the thought that the majority shall decide through
their chosen representatives.

Not only is the tariff a tempting agency for the acquisition of
power which can be used in the distribution of favors, or a power
that might be used as a threat, or even the destruction of an
opponent in our domestic affairs, but there also enters into it
international questions entirely disassociated from our immediate
domestic problems.

I desire to follow that quotation by a speech made on
October 1, 1930, upon the same subject by the junior Senator
from New York [Mr. WaceNEr], pages 4093 and 4094 of the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD:

Mr, President, one of the most disquieting facts about this con-
troversy is the frequency with which the advocates of this trans-
fer of legislative power to the Executive have pointed to prece-
dents. Precedents do not make a thing right. They may only
prove that we have been wrong before. At the present time we
are on the crest of the wave of Presidential encroachments upon
legislative territory. What at first seemed like a harmless dele-
gation of an inconsequential power has, through accretion and
addition, so multiplied the power and authority of one indi-
vidual of this Government that the system of a functional balance
among the three great divislons of government is wellnigh upset.

The time is ripe to reject the question, Have we done it before?
and, instead, to inquire, Have we not gone far enough, indeed too
far, In the direction of centralization? This year the campaign of
those who are impatient with the methods of our representative
democracy had planned to write into the law “ competitive condi-
tions” as the standard of comparisons which was to guide the
President in writing his tariff laws, That campaign was successful
in the House. It was for a time successful in the Finance Com-
mittee. Let us hope that it will not be successful in this body.

I now pass to the next day, to a speech of Senator Swan-
son, the present distinguished Secretary of the Navy, which
appears on pages 4133 and 4134 of the CoNGRESSIONAL REc-
orp. This was his idea about keeping the power of the Gov-
ernment with the Congress:

Here we have protected liberty, until now, when it is sought to
make an abject surrender of the popular rights of the people
which our forefathers would not have thought possible in the
great Republic which they founded. This is the issue and it can-
not be evaded. J

What does it mean when the President is given the power to
impose customs duties or tariff taxes on 120,000,000 people? First,
that taxes are imposed on the American people by the Executive,
mnd, second, that there is bestowed on the Executive without limit
and without stint the power practically of granting monopolies
and conferring favors upon anyone g to his own will.

What was the great curse of monarchy? It was the power on
the part of the king to grant monopolies to a few to frade in
England or in France or in Spain, as the case might be. One of
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the greatest curses of government until America was settled was
the power given to monarchs to show favoritism, to bestow favors
upon their particular friends and adherents, to make men rich
or poor as the will of the monarch might dictate. In England
privileges were given to favorites which resulted in monopolies in
the woolen trade, the sugar trade, the cotton industry, and similar
favors were bestowed in France and Spain. Court favorites were
made rich by the monarchs who had it in their power to bestow
such favors. That was one of the abuses denounced in our
Declaration of Independence; it was one of the main grievances
which resulted in the wresting of the Magna Carta from King
John, for the King could bestow favors to the enrichment of his
favorites.

Mr. President, what does the flexible provision propose? It pro-
poses to give the President power to create monopolies in America
if he shall so desire, and to create them for the benefit of favorite
interests; it proposes to give the President the power to determine
how 120,000,000 people shall trade. Of all the power ever be-
stowed in the history of time, none exceeds the power given the
Presldent under this flexible provision of the pending bill to be-
stow favors and monopolies and benefits on individuals, indus-
tries, and corporations according to his own will and desire.

I am opposed to that. When a Senator votes for the flexible
provision of the pending bill he votes—and he cannot evade the
issue—to give that power, that opportunity to the President with-
out stint and without limit, except that the President cannot
raise or lower a tariff duty in excess of 58 percent of the rate
fixed by the bill. Those who think thaf such a power as be-
longed to the kings and potentates of the world in former times
should be bestowed upon the President and that the opportunity
for favoritism should thus be afforded will vote for the flexible
provision of the tariff bill. That is what it means.

In addition to giving to the President this unlimited power
of enriching favorites, as he may desire, it confers upon the
President the right to impose taxes. I am opposed to that. I
think it is contrary to the Constitution. I do not care one iota
for the decision which was rendered upholding the flexible pro-
vision of the tariff. What did that decision hold? It held that
if Congress sees proper to abdicate its power under the Constitu-
tion and turn that power over to the President, and if in the
opinion of Congress the provisions of the law do not leave any
diseretion In the President, then the provision is legal. I be-
lieve the decision is wrong. From time immemorial it has been
held that legislative power cannot be taken away from the
Parliament or the Congress when any discretion is left in the
exercise of the power on the part of the Executive. That is a
fundamental principle. The decision was based on a subter-
fuge that the flexible provision left no discretion in the Presi-
dent because he was bound by the conditions fixed in the law,
but anyone may read the provision and see that it is not specific.
It gives the President the discretion to raise tariff duties to the
extent of 50 percent of the rates provided in the bill. We should
vote according to our idea of the Constitution, regardless of any
decision of the Supreme Court.

But, Mr. President, in order that I may bring the Demo-
cratic Party a little more up to date upon this subject,
let me quote a few extracts from literature sent out by the
Democratic committee in the very next campaign, in the
year 1930. I shall first quote from the new Ambassador to
Spain, the Honorable Claude G. Bowers:

But there is in this provision (the flexibility clause) some-
thing more viclous far—it transfers the right to tax from the
legislative department to a single man. Now it is axiomatic with
our race that the power of the purse shall never rest with the
executive department. It was in support of that policy that
Charles the First was ushered through the window at Whitehall
to the scaffold. Had the Constitution when submitted contained
that flexibility eclause it would have failed of ratification by a
single State. Whenever you entrust to a single man the com-
mand of the Army and the control of the purse you pave the
way for a centralization of power that ultimately makes for
tyranny and oppression.

With this power a President can punish or reward a section;
he can penalize or enrich an industry; and, if unscrupulous,
with this power he can ralse the most enormous slush fund in
human to continue himeelf in office. We submit that
this is too much power to entrust to any man, and we stand on
the wise traditions of our race and for the safeguards of the
constitutional intent.

Now let me quote from a radio speech of the junior
Senator from Texas [Mr. ConwnaLrLy]l over a Nation-wide
hook-up on September 2, 1930. I beg Senators to listen
to the charming qualities of an extract from this patriotic
speech.

Under this doctrine of centralization of power in the hands
of one man the constitutional prerogative of Congress to fix the
amount of tariff taxes levied upon the people of the United
States was In a large manner handed over to the President. This
invasion of the wise provision of the Constitution regarding the
balance of power between the three branches of the Government
constitutes an assault upon the very fundamentals of the wise
system of the founders of the Republic,
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Mr. President, can you not hear the Senator from Texas
say that now?

Mr. CONNALLY rose.

Mr. HASTINGS (reading):

Anglo-Saxon liberty had its birth and won its greatest tri-
umph.s in its struggle to secure for the representattves of the
people the right and the exclusive right to control taxation and
to hold the purse strings of the people. This scheme to divest
Congress of that power and hand it over to the Executive is but
a symptom of the bureaucratic and centralizing policlies of the
Republican Party.

I am going to make this speech. The Senator from TeXas
can sit down for a minute. I will let him interrupt me
directly.

Mr. CONNALLY. MTr. President, I rise to a point of order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator will state it.

Mr. CONNALLY. The Senator from Delaware has no
right to refer to the Senator from Texas. I have not ad-
dressed the Chair. I have not sought to interrupt the
Senator.

Mr. HASTINGS. I beg the Senator’s pardon.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair thinks the point
of order is well taken.

Mr. HASTINGS. I beg the Senator’s pardon. Is there
anything more I can do? !

Mr. CONNALLY. I think the Senator has done enough.
[Laughter.]

Mr. HASTINGS. I thought the Senator was about to in-
terrupt me, and I was certain this speech would be so in-
teresting to him that I did not want to spoil it by being
interrupted in the midst of it. I apologize for being out of
order in assuming that the Senator was about to do what
he usually does—interrupt somebody when he is making a
good speech. [Laughter.] The Senator from Texas said
further:

It will build up at Washington a giant bureaucracy, gradually
absorbing the powers of the States, and now by the device of the
flexible tariff depriving the Congress, chosen directly by the
people themselves, of its constitutional rights and transferring
them to the President of the United States, already the most
powerful ruler on this revolving globe,

Mr. CONNALLY., Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Delaware yield to the Senator from Texas?

Mr. HASTINGS. I yield.

Mr, CONNALLY. In view of the freedom with which the
Senator is using the name of the Senator from Texas, does
he agree that what the Senator said in that speech was
sound doctrine?

Mr. HASTINGS. This doctrine?

Mr. CONNALLY. What the Senator has just read as
coming from the Senator from Texas.

Mr. HASTINGS. Well, I do not often agree with the
Senator from Texas, and I should not like to answer that
question without sleeping on it. [Laughter.]

On May 23, 1930, the present distinguished chairman of
the Finance Committee [Mr. Harrison] took a little fling at
this matter through the Democratic national committee.
Here is what he said:

Through the action of the conference in depriving Congress of
the right of levying taxes on the people, they have given greater
powers to the President and made another assault upon the fun-
damental principles of our Government. * * * The BSenate
proposal preserved the constitutional power of taxation in the
Congress.

This is the view of the senior Senator from Alabama [Mr.
Brackl, issued also through the Democratic national com-
mittee on April 22, 1930:

The founders of this Government granted the power to levy a
tariff tax to their representatives in the Congress, selected from
every section of the Nation. This furnishes some safeguard to
every locality and section. The Republican bosses now propose
to substitute the will of one man for the deliberate judgment of
many. It is a scheme to wrest tariff taxing power from the law-
making body selected by the people and transfer it into the hands
of a party President. * * =

It would be as justifiable to authorize the President to fix
income and inheritance taxes. If executive officers are to fix
tarifl rates, sheriffs might impose county taxes upon cows, horses,

and automobiles, while Governors would fix State taxes for homes
and farms. Executives, including the President, are sworn to
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“ enforce the law ", not to “enact the law.” * * * This bold
effort of the Republicans to give the President the power of life
or death over every community in America is but a part of a vast
scheme to take power from the hands of the people and their
represeniatives and concentrate it in the hands of one man,
selected by a political party.

Freedom-loving people have long since learned that too much
power is dangerous in the hands of any group, be it social, eco-
nomie, religious, or political. Concentration of any governmental
power in one individual is a constant menace to the peace and
security of any people.

This was followed by the senior Senator from New Mexico
[Mr. BraTTON], who spoke as follows:

I regard the provision as unconstitutional. It is the most revo-
lutionary proposal ever advanced. It is the widest departure from

the plain intent of the Constitution—that the taxing power shall
be exercised exclusively by the Congress.

I desire also to quote from a statement of the present
Secretary of State, a great student of the tariff, and who, on
May 14, 1931, through the Democratic National Committee,
commented upon two meetings of business men—one in
Washington and one in Atlantic City—in which he called
attention to the fact that these business men were appre-
hensive lest they incur the displeasure of the Hoover admin-
istration if they should undertake a serious discussion of the
real problems confronting the country and expressing con-
clusions embodying practical remedies. Here is what he
said:

In view of this state of awe or fear or hope of reward, that
seemed to permeate these two recent meetings, an additional and
most powerful reason is furnished for the repeal of the present
flexible tariff provision, and the substitution of a measure which
will restore to Congress, where it belongs constitutionally, the
whole suthority and responsibility of tarif making.

The President, or any other official, of course, did not remotely
contemplate the intimidation of business leaders for political or
any other purpose. The fact, however, that this was not in the
slightest degree necessary renders all the more dangerous the mere
existence of a flexible tariff agency, which gives the President virtu-
ally unlimited power to grant or to withhold almost invaluable
favors from many groups of individuals and industries.

Mr. President, I know all of us believe that in the present
condition of the country it is important to lay aside all
political considerations in discussing these emergency meas-
ures which have been submitted for consideration by the
President. That is certainly true with respect to the leaders
on both sides of this Chamber, but if it be expected by those
who are advocating these measures that partisan criticism
shall not be heard in the Congress, it seems to me they
ought to be reasonable enough to see to it that the measures
themselves are free as nearly as may be of any tinge of parti-
sanship. If is impossible for me to read the first paragraph
of section 10 without reaching the conclusion that the per-
sons framing this bill at least did not overlook the oppor-
tunity it gives them to take care of a great many deserving
Democrats. It seems to ‘me that this section is about the
boldest thing I have seen written into any law since I have
been a Member of this distinguished body. It may be that
there is some other explanation for it; but if there be such
explanation, I respectfully submit that it ought to be made
and be made promptly, and ought to be more specific than
that given by the Senator from Texas a little while ago. I
desire to read that section in order that the Recorp may
show that the attention of the Senate was at least called to
it. It reads as follows:

The Secretary of Agriculture may appoint such officers and em-
ployees, subject to the provisions of the Classification Act of 1923
and acts amendatory thereof, and such experts as are necessary to
execute the functions vested in him by this title; and the Secre-
tary may make such appointments without regard to the Civil
Service laws or regulations: Provided, That no salary in excess of
£10,000 per annum shall be paid to any officer, employee, or expert
of the emergency egricultural adjustment administration which

the Secretary shall establish in the Department of Agriculture for
the administration of the functions vested in him by this title.

It will be observed that in this paragraph, unlike many
other sections and paragraphs of the bhill, there is a limita-
tion placed upon the Secretary of Agriculture, I congratu-
late the committee on seeing to it that a limitation of
$10,000 per annum per person was placed upon the Secre-
tary of Agriculture in the selection of the army of employees
that is to operate this act. Of course, it is to be hoped that,




1656

with the millions of people out of employment, and with
the cities, States, and the Federal Government being
stretched fo the utmost to furnish food, clothes, and shelter,
it will be possible to get many employees for very much less
sums of money than $10,000 per annum. We have just
passed an act authorizing the President to reduce the sal-
aries of all Government employees by 15 percent, and this
applies to the persons receiving $1,000, as well as to those
receiving larger sums. The Members of Congress have re-
duced their own salaries to $8,500 per year, but under this
proposed act the Secretary of Agriculture is authorized, in
his discretion and without limit, to place as many men and
women on his pay roll as he chooses, provided that none of
them shall receive more than $10,000 per year. Of course,
I know the answer is that the Secretary of Agriculture will
not abuse this authority; that the President of the United
States, with his determination to reduce the expense of the
Government, will not permit too large salaries to be paid.
But I am pointing out that, so far as the Congress is con-
cerned, the authority passes out of its hands immediately
upon the passage of this bill.

In addition to that, as I understand the provisions of the
bill, its administration costs the Government nothing; the
cost is all paid by the consumers of the Nation, and not only
the tax, but the whole expense of administering the law,
is to be entirely at the expense of the consumer.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr, Presidenf, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HASTINGS. 1 yield.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. The Senator has com-
plained bitterly that the pending measure gives the Secre-
tary of Agriculture the power to select employees without
regard to the Civil Service law. I wonder whether it would
be of any interest to the Senator from Delaware to point
out that the same thing was done when, during the last
administration, the Congress passed the Reconstruction Fi-
nance Corporation Act.

Mr,. HASTINGS. I shall be very glad to have the Senator
point that out.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. The Senator did nof ex-
haust his physical resources in denouncing the Hoover ad-
ministration for passing a measure almost identical in lan-
guage, insofar as the selection of employees is concerned,
with that now under consideration. I thought that perhaps
it would be interesting to the Senator to have his attention
called to that.

Mr. HASTINGS. I thank the Senator for his interrup-
tion, and I may say, with respect to my physical exhaustion,
that I do not know of anybody in the Senate who comes
nearer competing with me in that regard than the senior
Senator from Arkansas, the Democratic leader.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I am honored by the recog-
‘nition which the Senator from Delaware accords me.

Mr. HASTINGS. I repeat, as I understand the provisions
of the bill, its administration costs the Government nothing;
the cost is all paid by the consumers of the Nation, and not
only the tax, but the whole of the expenses of administering
this proposed law, is to be entirely at the expense of the
consumer.

A great opportunity is here offered to pay large salaries
without it in any way affecting the expenses of the Federal
Government.

I am calling the attention of the Senate to this section
for an entirely different reason. I am asking why it is
necessary to specifically provide in the bill that the Secre-
tary of Agriculture may make such appointments without
regard to the Civil Service laws or regulations. Does that
conform to the principles established by the Democratic
Party? In order that we may know the position of that
party with respect to the civil-service laws, I desire to call
attention to the planks in their various political platforms,
beginning with the year 1904. It seems to me that is long
enough to establish a well-known principle. I shall read
briefly from those platform pledges.

In the year 1904, under the title “ The Civil Service ”, the
party platform declared:
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The Democratic Party stands committed to the principles of
Civil Service reform, and we demand their honest, just, and im-
partial enforcement.

Then it proceeds with about 10 or 12 lines denouncing the
Republicans.

In 1908, under the title “ Civil Service ”, the Democratic
platform said:

The law pertaining to the civil service should be honestly and
rigidly enforced to the end that merit and ability shall be the
standard of appointment and promotion rather than services ren-
dered to a political party.

In 1912 we find this:

The law pertaining to the clvil service should be honestly and
rigidly enforced to the end that merit and ability shall be the
standard of appointment and promotion rather than the service
rendered to a political party; and we favor a reorganization of the
Civil Service, with adequate compensation commensurate with the
class of work performed for all officers and employees.

I turn now to the platform of 1916, and, calling attention
to this, I want to show how short it is and, at the same time,
to remember that at the time this was adopted the Demo-
crats had been in power for a period of 4 years. It consists
of two lines, under “ Civil Service ”, and the declaration is:

We reaffirm our declarations for the rigid enforcement of the
Civil Service laws.

That was in 1916, after the Democratic Party had been in
power 4 years. Affer they had been in power 8 years, and
came to the platform of 1920, they,erased the two lines
entirely, and made no reference at all to the Civil Service.
So we do not find them interested in the Civil Service again
until they had been out 4 years, in 1924, and by that time
they had become very much interested in it again. They
have nearly half a page devoted to it by that time. I will
not read their denunciation of the Republican administra-
tion; it might worry me some, and I will just read what they
promised the people they were going to do:

We pledge the Democratic Party faithfully to comply with the
spirit as well as the regulation of civil service; to extend its pro-
visions to Internal Revenue ofiicers and to other employees of the
Government not in executive pcsitions, and to secure to ex-service
men preference in such appointments.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr, President, will the Sen-
ator yield?

Mr. HASTINGS. 1 yield.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Of course, the Senator
knows that the pending measure limits its existence to 2
years, and that the President may terminate the employment
of those engaged under it by declaring the end of the emer-
gency at any time. Does not the Senator recognize that as
the same reason which prompted the provision in the Recon-
struction Finance Corporation Act disregarding the civil
service? If a large number of employees were needed to
carry out the statute, and they should be made to acquire
the civil-service status, it would be hard to secure for them
the recognition which the Civil Service laws confemplate.
That is the reason, I take it, why under the administration
sponsored by the Senator from Delaware the Civil Service
law was not applied to employees of the Reconstruction Fi-
nance Corporation, although the indications are that that
organization, or at least a portion of it, will last for a num-
ber of years. We hope that the organization to be set up for
the enforcement of the pending measure will be eliminated
within a comparatively short period. I realize that the Sena-
tor may reply that he has no such hope, but I think we are
justified in entertaining that belief.

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. President, I have not forgotten the
question which the Senator asked me a moment ago, and I
shall reply to both his questions presently.

I want to follow this examination of the platforms to 1928,
when the platform read:

Grover Cleveland made the extension of the merit system a
tenet of our political faith. We shall preserve and maintain the
civil service.

Mr. President, that was in 1928. I have carefully gone
over the Democratic platform of 1932 and can find no refer-
ence in it with respect to the civil service. In view of the
fact that the Democratic Party is insisting so carefully on
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carrying out the President’s proclamation and the promises
made in that platform, I was wondering, after I discovered
this fact, whether that was deemed sufficient excuse for put-
ting this particular provision in the pending bill; in other
words, there not having been made any pledge to the con-
trary, that the persons preparing the pending bill concluded
that it might very well be done.

As I understand the history of this legislation, the bill
was prepared by the administration, and was sent to the
House. The administration had made a study of it. The
Secretary of Agriculture made a study of it, and probably
knew more about its operations than any other person knew.
It was not until the bill reached the House, where it got
into the hands of a Democratic committee, that it was
changed and this particular provision inserted in it.

I desire to answer the Senator from Arkansas with respect
to the Reconstruction Finance Corporation provision. If
it were a parallel, I would not undertake to defend it, but
it is not in any sense a parallel. In the first place the Re-
construction Finance Corporation is a corporation. It is
controlled by a board of directors, and in that sense that
act is very different from the provision here, which gives to
one man the whole and entire right to name all of the
employees to carry out the particular administrative fea-
tures of the bill. But if the fact that the Reconstruction
Finance Corperation is a corporation, and controlled by a
board of directors instead of by a single individual, be not a
sufficient answer, then I say that there is one thing that
robs it of any possibility of being charged as a partisanship
measure or being operated as a partisanship measure.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Dela-
ware yield to the Senator from Arkansas?

Mr. HASTINGS. 1 yield.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I think I made the state-
ment a few moments ago that there was in the pending
measure a limitation of 2 years, subject to the right of
the President to terminate the measure at any time, That
was in a former draft of the bill. The provision in the bill
now is that—
this title shall cease to be in effect whenever the President finds
and proclaims that the national economic emergency in relation

to agriculture has been ended, and pending such time the Presi-
dent shall by proclamation—

And so forth. I thought I ought to make that correction
in my statement.

Mr. HASTINGS. I thank the Senator. I should like the
attention of the Senator from Arkansas when I am’respond-
ing to the question he asked me as to what excuse I would
give for such a provision being in the Reconstruction
Finance Corporation Act and not being in the present bill.
I had called attention to the fact that it is, in the first place,
a corporation; that it is being operated by a board of direc-
tors—— .

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr, President, will the Sen-
ator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Del-
aware yield further to the Senator from Arkansas?

Mr. HASTINGS. I yield.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. It is a Government corpo-
ration. The salaries are to be paid under the authority of
the act. The employment is made and made only under
authority of the act, so there is no distinction, either moral
or legal, that the Senator can apply.

Mr. HASTINGS. There is a distinction, I respectfully sub-
mit to the distinguished Senator from Arkansas, in this re-
spect: While it is a governmental function operating through
a corporation controlled by the Government, the particular
point to which I called attention and the particular thing
upon which I insist is that that corporation is absolutely
controlled and operated by its board of directors, which is
entirely different from other organizations of the Govern-
ment. But that is not the chief reason. Of course the very
purpose of the Civil Service Act is to prevent good people
from being turned out for political reasons. That was the

* object of the act. That was the thing to be secured; and
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if it be true, as has been said, that Grover Cleveland was the
man who brought it about—though I am not certain that
it is true but I will assume that it is—it was in order to do
away with the spoils system. That was the purpose of the
Civil Service Act, and it is the spoils system we try to avoid
by living up fo the Civil Service rules. That is the reason
why it was put in the platform of the Democratic Party,
because the Senator and his party wanted the people of the
country to believe that that was to happen.

What is the difference between the Reconstruction Fi-
nance Corporation Act and the provision in this bill? It
is that the Reconstruction Finance Corporation in its very
terms is a nonpartisan organization. It is distinctly pro-
vided in the act that there shall not be more than a certain
number of one political party appointed on the board. As
a matter of fact President Hoover appointed on the board
a sufficient number of Democrats to make it a Democratic
organization, but they did not undertake to do anything
that would change any rule of the Civil Service or in any
way cause anybody to complain.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Del-
aware yield to the Senator from Arkansas?

Mr. HASTINGS. 1 yield.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. The Senator from Dela-
ware has referred to the fact that President Hoover
appointed a majority of the members of the Reconstruction
Finance Corporation Board from among Democrats. Of
course, the reason he did it was to assure an honest and
efficient administration. It cannot be assumed that the
Republican President appointed a majority of the board of
directors of the Reconstruction Finance Corporation from
among Democrats for partisan purposes. The only reason
he could have had was to assure that there would be an
honest and an efficient administration of the Reconstruction
Finance Corporation. Will not the Senator please give the
President credit for that? [Laughter.]

Mr. HASTINGS. I am a little surprised that the Senator
should interrupt me with that kind of a remark.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. What is the Senator’s an-
swer? Does he claim that President Hoover was moved by
partisan considerations to appoint a majority of Democrats
on the board of the Reconstruction Finance Corporation, or
does he believe that the President thought that in selecting
a majority of Democrats he would get a better administra-
tion of the act and so the country would know it would be
an honest administration?

Mr. HASTINGS. I am wondering whether the Senator
from Arkansas is actually interested in having my answer to
his question. I undertake to answer his question, and I
hardly get a sentence out of my mouth before he interrupts
me by asking another question. I believe the Senator from
Arkansas has reached the conclusion that in asking the
question about the Reconstruction Finance Corporation and
in undertaking to compare that act with the pending bill, he
made a mistake, and is using that as an excuse to interrupt
me further. That is the only reason why I can conclude
that the senior Senator from Arkansas is interrupting me.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr, President, if the Sena-
tor will pardon me——

Mr. HASTINGS. Just a moment, please.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. The Senator is challenging
my opinion.

Mr. HASTINGS. Have I the floor, or shall I yield the
floor to the Senator from Arkansas?

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. The Senator has the floor;
but if he insists upon challenging my opinion and refusing to
permit me to express my own opinion, I shall have to submit.

Mr. HASTINGS. I wish the Senator would submit long
enough to enable me to answer his question. [Laughter.]

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Delaware
has the floor.

Mr. HASTINGS. If the Senator from Arkansas will just
keep still a moment, will just keep quiet a moment——

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Delaware yield?
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Del-
aware yield to the Senator from Arkansas?

Mr. HASTINGS. 1 am going to yield every time the
BSenator asks me to do so.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. That is kind of the Sena-
tor from Delaware. The Senator undertook to lecture the
Senator from Texas [Mr. ConmaLrLy] on the assumption
that the Senator from Texas was going to do something to
interrupt him when he had no intention of doing it and
when he did not interrupt. Now the Senator from Delaware
undertakes to lecture me for interrupting him and for ask-
ing a question, and he undertakes to define my viewpoint
as to the manner in which he has answered the question. I
respectfully submit to the Senator that I cannot permit
him to do that. I think he has totally failed to give me a
sound answer to any question I have propounded to him.

Mr. HASTINGS. The Senator from Arkansas has not
given me time to answer his question.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. How much time does the
Senator require?

Mr. HASTINGS. I require long enough to utter one sen-
tence without being interrupted further by the Senator
from Arkansas. 1 am able to answer the Senator’s ques-
tion in one or two sentences if he will not interrupt me. I
made the mistake with the Senator from Texas [Mr. Con-
waLLY], and I have apologized to him, and he has very gra-
ciously forgiven me. If the Senator from Arkansas will
Jjust wait on me a little bit, if it is necessary to apologize to
the Senator from Arkansas I will do that also. I have
plenty of time, and I am in no hurry, but I should like to
answer the Senator’s question.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Del-
aware yield to the Senator from Arkansas?

Mr. HASTINGS. I yield.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I have not indicated any
offense. I am entirely satisfied with the performance of the
Senator from Delaware.

Mr. HASTINGS. I am nof trying to put on a perform-
ance. I am trying to make a speech, and if the Senator
from Arkansas will give me time I will succeed; and if he
will give me time, I will answer the questions he has asked
me, What I am complaining of is that whenever I start to
answer the Senator’s question he interrupts me. That is all.
I wonder if the Senator knows now what my answer is?

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. No; and I do not believe
the Senator from Delaware knows.

Mr, HASTINGS. Very well; I will answer again in order
that the Senator may get the point.

In the first place, the Senator asked what the difference
is between the provisions of the Reconstruction Finance Cor-
poration Act with respect to the Civil Service law and the
provisions in the pending bill. I called the Senator’s atten-
tion to the fact that the distinction is to be found in this
fact. In the first place, the Reconstruction Finance Cor-
poration is a corporation. It is controlled by a board of
directors. It is controlled by a nonpartisan board of direc-
tors so that the evils growing out of the spoils system are
not apt to enter into that sort of situation.

I called attention to the fact in passing that the President
of the United States, at the time the Reconstruction Finance
Corporation was created, did not hold a sufficient partisan
view to warrant him in seeing to it that that corporation
was controlled by Republicans. From my point of view he
generously turned it over to the Democrats. The distin-
guished Senator from Arkansas says that he did that be-
cause he could find more honest Democrats and more capable
Democrats. I have no complaint to make about that sug-
gestion. All of us have found recently that there are more
Democrats of one kind or another than we had hoped were
in existence. That was true on election day just as it is
true today. But that is the difference between the Recon-
struction Finance Corporation Act and the pending bill, and
I think that is a sufficient answer with respect to it.
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Mr. President, I shall not detain the Senate longer, but——

Mr, GORE. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Dela-
ware yield to the Senator from Oklahoma?

Mr. HASTINGS. I yield.

Mr. GORE. It has been remarked in the course of the
debate that a Republican President appointed a majority of
Democrats on the board of directors of the Reconstruction
Finance Corporation. I think the Democratic President has
reciprocated that courtesy by appointing a Republican as
Secretary of Agriculture. The Democrats have shown their
trust in him by offering in the pending measure to allow
him the privilege of appointing employees at the generous
salaries provided.

Mr. HASTINGS. In reply to the suggestion of the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma, I want to say that I would not con-
sider it any particular compliment to the Republican Party
if the Secretary of Agriculture should pick the same kind of
Republicans as he is to fill all of the jobs to carry out the
provisions of the bill which is now before us. I say that
without any reflection on the Secretary of Agriculture, too,
because while I do not know him personally I know by
reputation that he is a very high-class man.

Mr. President, I do not propose to detain the Senate
longer, but I do want to make some response to the Senator
from Texas [Mr. ConnaLLy] who, in his speech upon this
subject, insisted that we have had action. He stated that
we are getting action, that we have leadership, and that we
are going to get somewhere. Well, Mr. President, I cannot
get much satisfaction out of that kind of argument. I
think it important that we know where we are going and
where we are being led. I do not say that in any way of
criticism; but I say that I do not know whether we are
being led in the right direction or whether we are not. I say
that the great leader of the Democratic Party himself ad-
mits that he does not know what will be the effect of this
particular bill; he states frankly that it is an experiment
and he does not know where it will lead.

I say, Mr. President, that this proposed legislation estab-
lishes a principle under which, if enacted, there will be
placed upon the backs of the American people a tax which
ought not to be placed there unless we know when we do it
that we are bringing some real honest-to-God results to
somebody in the country, at least to some particular class of
people in the country. As this particular bill confronts us
today, many farmers themselves are opposed to it and do
not know that it is going to help them. While it is designed
specifically to help them—and while it seems to me, if it
will do any good to anybody at all, it must be of some
assistance fo them—it takes into consideration not at all
what shall happen to 92,000,000 of the people of the country
who must bear the burden of the tax which we are about to
impose upon them, and impose them how and by whom?
By the Congress? Oh, no!

The distinguished Senator from Texas asked me a ques-
tion a little while ago as to whether or not I agreed with him
about his statement in reference to the flexible provisions of
the tariff act. I said I would think it over and tell him
later. I say to him now that there is no comparison between
the authority we are proposing under this bill to give to one
man over 30,000, 000 of the best kind of people in the Nation,
who are producing from seven to ten billions of products a
year, and the authority which was bestowed under the
flexible provision of the tariff law.

In the first place, the flexible provisions of the tariff are
administered by a nonpartisan board and then by the Presi-
dent, who is limited fo changes of 50 percent up or down,
one way or the other. Do Senators mean to say that we
have given the President any such authority under the flexi-
ble provisidn of the tariff as is proposed to be given under
this particular bill whereby the Secretary of Agriculture can
say today that the price of wheat shall be so much and
tomorrow he can say it shall be less or it shall be more?
He can say what the price of corn shall be this week; he
can change it next week.
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. The President himself has stated that there are features
in this bill which if administered by a Secretary who has
prejudices in favor of the farmer will result in one set of
figures confronting the country, and if administered by a
Secretary of Agriculture who has the consumers’ interest at
heart will result in an entirely different set of figures con-
fronting the country. That is what is proposed to be done.
I say there is no comparison. I say to those Senators on
the other side of the aisle who have been preaching to us
that we must hold on to the authority granted to Congress
by the Constitution, who have been preaching to us that
as Members of the Senate we must not give to the Executive
power greater than that which is given to him in the Con-
stitution, that they had better find out where we are being
led. They had better find out before they vote for some of
these propositions whether they are going to be to our good
and to the good of the country. They had better not rely
upon the claim that we are faced with an emergency, that
something must be done, and that we had better be “up and
doing ” so as to give confidence to the people of the country;
that we had better be “ up and doing ” and make the people
of the country believe that we are doing something, whether
we know what we are doing or whether we do not know.

O Mr. President, in the case of this particular measure
there is a course of procedure which we have seen repeat-
edly followed since the 4th of March. A proposal is some-
thing sent here one day that appeals to the conservative
people of the Nation, and we hear them praising the
President of the United States. As soon as it is rushed
through Congress, he comes along then with something that
appeals to the radicals of the country, to the liberals of
the country, and he pushes that through. He pleases that
element, and then he undertakes to please the other side
by suggesting some other particular measure. In this
proposed legislation he has done two things at once and
we have got to swallow them both or not get the good
out of either. In this instance I have particular reference
to the proposal to help the farmers improve their condi-
tion by reducing the interest rate on their mortgages and
adjusting the debts on their farms. We find such a pro-
vision in this bill. Why was that put into the bill when
Senators in the majority know that many of us who would
like to vote for it do not dare to vote for the other provi-
sions of the bill, because we do not want to surrender to
the Executive all the power that has been given to us by
the Constitution?

I apologize to the Senator from Arkansas for getting
so excited and to the Senate for keeping it so late.

5-DAY WEEK AND 6-HOUR DAY—MOTION TO RECONSIDER

Mr. TRAMMELL. Mr. President, I desire to suggest a
unanimous-consent agreemenf for the purpose of making
disposition of a motion which I have heretofore made to
reconsider the vote by which Senate bill 158, the so-called
“ 30-hour bill ¥, was passed. I will state the suggested agree-
ment. I ask unanimous consent that the pending bill may
be temporarily laid aside at 12:15 o'clock p.m. on April
14, which is tomorrow, thereupon the motion to reconsider
the vote whereby Senate bill 158 was passed shall be taken
up for consideration, and a vote upon said motion shall be
had at 1:45 o'clock p.m. on said day. No Senator shall
speak more than once or more than 15 minutes, except
the senior Senator from West Virginia [Mr. HatrieLpl, who
may be allowed to speak as long as 30 minutes. I make
that exception because the Senator from West Virginia
said he wanted that much time, but I do not know of any-
one else who wants more than 10 or 15 minutes.

I do not know whether such an agreement will be satis-
factory to Senators, but the motion to reconsider has been
pending for 3 or 4 days, and I am heartily in accord with
the idea of disposing of if.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the re-
quest of the Senator from Florida?

Mr. SMITH. Mr, President, I think the matter should go
over until the morning, and the Senator should take it up
then, because, if he insists upon it now, it will necessitate a
roll call, and the hour is late.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. May the Chair inform the
Senate that if will not require a roll call to enter into a
proposed unanimous-consent agreement for the limitation of
debate on a motion to reconsider a bill which has been
passed. Does the Senator from South Carolina object?

Mr, SMITH. Mr. President, I should prefer that the Sen-
ator limit the time to 1 hour rather than to allow the debate
to run until 1:45 o’clock.

Mr. TRAMMELIL. Only an hour and a half is allowed for
debate—from 12:15 to 1:45.

Mr. FESS. Mr. President, I very much dislike to object,
but I wish the Senator would let the request go over until
tomorrow.

Mr. TRAMMELIL. Mr. President, I merely desire to try
to get this matter disposed of. Of course, if my request is
held up, meanwhile the motion cannot be considered. I did
not have ary idea of delaying the question longer than 1 or 2
days when I made the motion to reconsider.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection?

Mr. FESS. I shall have to object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection is made.

Mr. BLACK. Mr. President, may I ask who objected?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection was made by the
Senator from Ohio [Mr. Fessl.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I move that the Senate
proceed to the consideration of executive business.

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate proceeded to
the consideration of executive business.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Reports of committees are
in order.

Mr. GEORGE, from the Committee on Finance, reported
favorably the nomination of Lawrence Wood Robert, Jr., of
Georgia, to be Assistant Secretary of the Treasury, in place
of Ferry K. Heath, resigned.

Mr. TYDINGS, from the Committee on Territories and
Insular Affairs, reported favorably the nomination of Frank
Murphy, of Michigan, to be Governor General of the Philip-
pine Islands.

Mr. STEPHENS. From the Committee on Commerce I
report favorably the nomination of Frank T. Bell, of Wash-
ington, to be Commissioner of Fish and Fisheries, vice Henry
O’Malley, and I ask unanimous consent for the present con-
sideration of the nomination.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection?

Mr. CAREY. I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection is made, and the
nomination will be placed on the calendar.

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF COMMERCE

Mr. STEPHENS. From the Committee on Commerce I
report favorably the nomination of John Dickinson, of
Pennsylvania, to be Assistant Secretary of Commerce, vice
Julius Klein, resigned.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The nomination will be
placed on the calendar.

UNITED STATES ATTORNEY, SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

Mr. BLACKE. From the Committee on the Judiciary I
report favorably the nomination of Peirson M. Hall, of
California, to be United States attorney, southern district
of California. This nomination has the endorsement of both
Senators from California, and I ask unanimous consent for
its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Alabama
asks unanimous consenf for the immediate consideration of
the nomination just reported by him. Is there objection?

Mr. FESS. Let it be reported at the desk.

The Chief Clerk read as follows:

Peirson M. Hall, of California, to be United States attorney,

southern district of California, to succeed John R. Layng, ap-
pointed by the court.

Mr. FESS. Mr. President, neither Senator from Cali-
fornia is present.
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Mr. BLACK. I just stated that both Senators approve
the appointment.

Mr. FESS. Very well; I have no objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the
nomination is confirmed.

Mr. BLACK. I ask that the President may be notified.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the
President will be notified.

COLLECTOR OF CUSTOMS AT SAN ANTONIO, TEX.

Mr. CONNALLY. From the Committee on Finance I re-
port favorably the nomination of Harry L. Sexton, of
Brownsville, Tex., to be collector of customs for customs col-
lection district no. 23, with headquarters at San Antonio,
Tex., and I ask unanimous consent for the present consider-
ation of the nomination.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The
Chair hears none, and, without objection, the nomination is
confirmed; and, without objection, the President will be
notified.

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY

Mr. HARRISON. Mr, President, the Senator from Geor-
gia [Mr. Georce] has reported favorably, from the Commit-
tee on Finance, the nomination of Lawrence Wood Robert,
Jr., of Georgia, to be Assistant Secretary of the Treasury in
place of Ferry K. Heath, resigned. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the nomination may be confirmed at this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The
Chair hears none, and the nomination is confirmed.

Mr. HARRISON. I ask that the President may be noti-
fied.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The
Chair hears none, and the President will be notified.

RECESS

Mr. SMITH. As in legislative session, I move that the
Senate take a recess until 12 o’clock noon tomorrow.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 6 o’clock and 28 min-
utes p.m.) the Senate, as in legislative session, took a recess
until tomorrow, Friday, April 14, 1933, at 12 o’clock meridian.

CONFIRMATIONS
Ezxecutive nominations confirmed by the Senate April 13
(legislative day of Apr. 11), 1933
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY

Lawrence Wood Robert, Jr., to be Assistant Secretary of

the Treasury.
UNITED STATES ATTORNEY

Peirson M. Hall to be United States attorney, southern

district of California.

COLLECTOR OF CUSTOMS

Harry L. Sexton to be collector of customs for customs
collection district no. 23.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
THURSDAY, APRIL 13, 1933

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D.D.,
offered the following prayer:

O God, the eternal and universal Father, Thy holy name
be praised for the length, the breadth, and the intensity of
divine love seen in our Savior’s holy passion. We pray in
humbleness of heart, make us worthy, forgive us our sins,
and make us stronger wherein we have failed. Create in
us more and more the blessed virtues, showing pity where
pity is needed, patience where patience is required, gentle-
ness and forbearance where they will encourage. O may we
love where the temptation is to hate, and at all times bear
one another’s burdens. Teach us, dear Lord, these living
qualities of life, and let them lodge in the inner courts of
our souls. Brood over our President, our Speaker, and all
Members of this Chamber, and help us all to bring forth
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the morning light of promise to our fellow men that they
may have a "sweet release from their pressing problems.
May Thy kingdom come throughout the world, subduing
racial prejudice, hateful dissensions, arrogance, dominating
pride, and grasping selfishness, and may the Golden Rule
of our gracious Heavenly Father be seen among all peoples.
Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read
and approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the President of the United
States was communicated to the House by Mr, Latta, one of
his secretaries.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr. Horne, its enrolling
clerk, announced that the Senate, sitting as a Court of
Impeachment, has adopted an order relative to the answer
of Harold Louderback, United States district judge for the
northern district of California, to the articles of impeach-
ment exhibited against him by the House of Representatives,
an attested copy of which, together with an attested copy
of said answer, by direction of the Senate was presented to
the House.

PAYMENT OF THE PAGES OF THE SENATE AND HOUSE

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
for the present consideration of the following resolution.
The Clerk read as follows:

House Joint Resolution 152

Resolved, etc., That there is hereby appropriated, out of any
money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, for the pay-
ment of pages from April 1, 1833, until the end of the first session
of the Seventy-third Congress, as follows:

For 21 pages for the Senate Chamber at the rate of pay provided
by law, so much as may be necessary.

For 41 pages for the House of Representatives, including 10
pages for duty at the entrances to the Hall of the House, at the
rate of pay provided by law, so much as may be necessary.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

Mr. SNELL. Reserving the right to object, I did not know
that we had to have a special resolution for the payment
of the pages. I thought they came under regular appro-
priations.

Mr. BUCHANAN. They do, but we have to provide for
the special session.

Mr. SNELL. Is this the exact number we had previous
to this time? '

Mr. BUCHANAN. The exact number and the same
amount of pay.

Mr. SNELL. It is necessary, then, because we do not
have the appropriation for it under the legislative bill.

Mr. BUCHANAN. Yes.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

The resolution_was ordered to be engrossed and read a
third time, was read the third time, and passed.

ELECTION TO STANDING COMMITTEES OF THE HOUSE

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I present the following
privileged resolution.
The Clerk read as follows:

House Resolution 106

Resolved, That the following Members be, and they are hereby,
elected members of the following standing committees of the
House of Representatives, to wit:

Flood Control: RoserT T. SEcrEsT, Ohio;

Merchant Marine, Radio, and Fisheries: Francis E. WALTER,
Pennsylvania.

The resolution was agreed to.
EMERGENCY FARM MORTGAGE ACT OF 1933

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House resolve
itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the state
of the Union for the further consideration of the bill (H.R.
4795) to provide emergency relief with respect to agricul-
tural indebtedness, to refinance farm mortgages at lower
rates of interest, to amend and supplement the Federal
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Farm Loan Act, to provide for the orderly liquidation of
joint-stock land banks, and for other purposes.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the Union, with Mr.
Aryorp in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from California [Mr. Buckl.

Mr. BUCK. Mr, Chairman, ladies and gentlemen of the
Committee, I think it might be a little refreshing this morn-
ing, in view of the wide range of debate that took place yes-
terday, to recall exactly what this bill is. It does not pro-
pose to solve all the problems of agriculture; it offers help
only to farm mortgagees.

I come to you from California as an actual farmer myself,
representing one of the highly specialized agricultural dis-
tricts in the Stafte.

I am a member of the Committee on Agriculture for that
reason, no doubt. There are a great many things that the
Committee on Agriculture and this House cannot consider in
connection with any farm problem. Take the matter of
local taxes, which must be handled by the State and the
counties themselves. Nor could our committee consider the
great question of transportation costs, which to my mind—
perhaps I am prejudiced because I live far from the cen-
ters of distribution, and transportation costs bear so heavily
on our farmers—form one great factor that has depressed
the farmer’s income during the last 12 years.

There is the question of raising commodity prices. This
House has taken action in an effort to raise them by passing
the first agricultural bill now before the Senate. And the
House and Senate both passed, and the President signed, an
act which will at least restore the value of two of our great
commodities, rice and hops.

I am hopeful that before this Congress is over another
agricultural industry of my State, the grape-growing indus-
try, will receive similar recognition and benefit at the hands
of the Congress. But, gentlemen, you did not present to us
in this bill a question of raising commodity prices or of
cutting transportation costs or any other factor except the
factor of relief of farm mortgages, and whatever additional
benefits any of you may say could be obtained by any other
bill, this bill presents at least certain concrete advantages
that should earn the support of every Representative in the
House who actually wants to benefit the “ dirt ” farmer.

In the first place, admitting that only 19 percent of the
present farm mortgages are held by the Federal farm-land
banks and the joint-stock land banks, even those who op-
pose the bill agree that that 19 percent will be benefited.
But I want you to look further and examine the other pro-
visions of the bill. Authority is given to the Federal land
banks to purchase and exchange the new bonds that will be
issued for first mortgages now held by banks, life-insurance
companies, and every form of private lender under provisions
which will result in the scaling down of both principal and
interest. What has been quite overlooked in this debate,
I think, is the fact that the plight of the lender today is
almost as severe as that of the borrower.

We had testimony before our committee to the effect that
lenders in a certain community were willing to scale down
mortgages as much as 40 percent. Is it not reasonable to
expect that these lenders will be just as willing to come
under the operation -of this act as the borrowers? There
will be benefit to both, the lender securing a guaranty of the
interest on his reduced obligation, the borrower the benefit
of the reduction of both interest and principal. I believe
that this provision will be so utilized that it will benefit
over 50 percent of the mortgages now in existence.

Moreover, for the first time, as far as I know, there is
contained in a provision of an act of Congress authority for
direct loans to farmers, and I know of no more valuable pro-
vision than in title ITT of this bill. A man who now has a
small loan at the bank, who needs money to finance his
crops or who has a second mortgage that is practically un-
payable, can arrange by adjustments with those to whom he
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owes money to secure a loan directly from the Federal farm
organization. That provision alone would justify the enact-
ment of this bill.

Nor can I bring myself to join some of the gentlemen in
shuddering at the provisions of title IT for the liquidation
of joint-stock land banks. We are all agreed that they
should be done away with and liquidated as soon as possible,
It is only a question of method. We have written into the
bill provisions that any money lent them must be in accord-
ance with a plan approved by the Farm Loan Commissioner.
We have gone as far as possible in extending the benefits
of this act to borrowers from these banks who may not de-
sire or be able to refinance with the Federal farm-loan
banks. The only alternative to assisting the joint-stock
land banks to ligquidate in an orderly manner is to force
them into receivership, and such receiverships would be
costly and wasteful and produce no benefit whatever to the
present borrowers from these banks. The chief considera-
tion the committee has had has been to put these borrowers
in a position where they can be refinanced at advantageous
rates and with a reduction of the amount of the prineipal
sums that they owe.

Finally, there are the provisions in title IV, which permit
the refinancing of irrigation disfricts, levee districts, and
drainage districts, which are in financial straits, for whom
there is no relief now through any governmental agency. I
believe that in the western country particularly the provi-
sions of this title will be of vast benefit to the property
holders whose land is under a lien of bonds issued by such
districts. So, with a realization of these concrete benefits,
which are in the bill, and a remembrance that this is only
one of a series of bills aimed to restore agriculture, I hope
the Membership of the House will pass the bill with a de-
cisive majority. [Applause.]

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Colorado [Mr. MARTIN].

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, I think I am
not only entitled to 2 minutes, but I believe I am entitled to
at least a service stripe for sitting here in the front benches
every minute since this debate started, without even the
protection of a gas mask. I did not vote for the rule under
which the bill is being considered, but I do not want any
of my good friends to become alarmed, fearing that I may
run amuck. I have not seen anything in the so-called “ con-
sideration of the bill” to make me doubt the soundness of
my judgment in voting against the rule.

I was present in this Chamber throughout the historic
scene so graphically described last night by our distinguished
leader when we overthrew Cannonism. I have a rather
distinct recollection that in the ensuing Congress the prece-
dents of Cannonism were not cited in support of a rule of
action by Democrats under the Speakership of Champ Clark.
So I am not very much persuaded by the citation of such
precedents in the guidance of our action in the considera-
tion of legislation.

I want to direct attention for a moment to title II, at sec-
tion 202, authorizing a loan of $100,000,000 to joint-stock
land banks.

One of the most informative discussions I have heard dur-
ing the debate was upon and against this feature of the
bill by the gentleman from West Virginia [Mr. FLANNAGAN].
If what he had to say on this section could have been said
under the 5-minute rule for amendments, something would
have happened to section 202, and something ought to
happen to it.

This section appropriates $100,000,000 to this class of banks
to enable them to refinance existing farm loans and to liqui-
date their affairs and go out of business. The gentleman
pointed out—and it will pay you to read his remarks in the
REecorp of yesterday, at page 1579—that these banks have
outstanding bonds in the sum of $430,000,000, which are
down to 25 and 30 cents on the dollar, and that these banks
may speculate with this Government money by buying in
their own bonds to the extent of $300,000,000, and make out
of the transaction a profit of at least $200,000,000. He
wanted the mortgagors, the landowners, to be given the
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privilege of buying these bonds and offsetting them against
their mortgages.

The answer from the Committee on Agriculture is that it
was given legal advice that this would be unlawful; that a
debt past due, such as the mortgage was, could not be offset
against a debt not yet due, such as the bond was.

It was pointed out in reply that in order to get this $100,-
000,000 from the Reconstruction Finance Corporation the
Federal land banks must agree to scale down the mortgage
interest of the farmer to 5 percent per annum and must
agree not to foreclose for a period of 2 years for any default
in the payment of interest or principal, and that if the Gov-
ernment could impose these conditions, it could impose
others. A sufficient argument should be that this is a loan
to these insolvent banks and that they must accept the lend-
er’s terms or leave it alone. At least, if the mortgagors can-
not buy the bonds, the banks ought to be prohibited from
speculating in them to their own profit. If the bill was
subject to amendment under the rule, it would be at least
worth discussing and considering a third condition, as fol-
lows: That they, the banks—

Shall agree that no part of the funds hereby made available shall

be used by said banks for the purpose of speculating in the bonds
thereof.

We had enough speculating with Government farm-relief
funds by the Federal Farm Board, and we know the results.
It would be better to safeguard this large loan now against
any possible diversion from its legitimate ends than to come
back here at the next session of Congress and investigate
what had been done with the money.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. WHITTINGTON].

EMERGENCY FAREM MORTGAGE ACT OF 1833

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Mr, Chairman, the legislation
under consideration is a part of the program of the ad-
ministration for farm relief. There is no single solution
of the agricultural problem. The pending act deals with
farm mortgages. It is an emergency act. The bill provides
for refinancing farm mortgages at lower rafes of interest,
for the liquidation of joint-stock land banks, for refinancing
the short-term indebtedness of the farmer to enable him
to secure working capital when necessary, and to enable
him to redeem or repurchase his foreclosed farm home. The
bill further provides for refinancing drainage, levee, and
irrigation projects.

Farm mortgages constitute one of the major difficulties
confronting not only the farmers themselves but the Ameri-
can people. Banks, insurance companies, and personal in-
vestors in mortgage bonds are vitally affected. Another
and more potent difficulty is the violent decline in the price
of farm commodities. The House has already passed House
bill 3835, to increase the agricultural purchasing power, and
thus restore reasonable commodity prices. The bill is now
pending in the Senate.

I call attention to some important matters that have not
been mentioned in the course of the debate, The bill is
constructive. Two billion dollars are provided for extend-
ing and refinancing farm mortgages. The interest will be
reduced and guaranteed by the Government. Unlike other
relief legislation, no new bureau is established. President
Roosevelt has already consolidated all of the agencies for
farm loans. The act will be administered by existing agencies.
There will thus be economy in administration.

Fifty million dollars are authorized for refinanging drain-
age, levee, and irrigation districts. This feature of the bill
has been almost entirely overlooked in the debate. If is for
the benefit of the land owners and not the holders of bonds.
It provides emergency relief for worthwhile districts in the
depression. It will aid in the reduction of taxes. The cost
of production will thus be decreased. Worthwhile improve-
ment projects for the benefit of land owners will thus be
greatly aided by extending the time for payment and re-
ducing the rate of interest.

I have no patience with those who criticize farmers be-
cause of their inability to discharge their obligations in the
depression. The decline in commodity prices is responsible
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for their plight. When banks, insurance companies, and
railway companies find themselves in financial difficulties
and ask relief at the hands of the Government, the farmers
of the Nation are not to be criticized for asking for similar
aid. Many worthy farmers have lost their homes. A most
constructive feature of the legislation is that $300,000,000 are
made available for the reduction of the debts of farmers
and for the redemption of mortgages that have been fore-
closed within 2 years.
TERMS

The Federal land-bank system is strengthened and
utilized for the emergency relief. The joint-stock land
banks are to be liquidated orderly. Moreover, it is intended
that they shall be liguidated for the benefit of borrowers as
well as bondholders.

Two billion dollars in bonds with interest not to exceed
4 percent are authorized fo reduce or extend the principal
of farm mortgages and to guarantee the interest during the
emergency. These bonds may be sold or exchanged for out-
standing farm mortgages and the interest rate is to be re-
duced so that it shall not exceed 41 percent per annum.
‘While no provision is made for the reduction of the principal
of the indebtedness to Federal land banks, nevertheless aid
is stipulated. Installments on the payment of the principal
may be extended for 5 years. The principal is thus deferred.
The interest is reduced, as stated. Interest is an important
item in the cost of production. Much aid will be provided
by relieving landowners from the payment of the principal
by the reduction of interest.

The outstanding feature of the legislation is funds for new
loans. The need of agriculture and of commerce is credit.
Many worthy farmers are unable to borrow at all. The bill
provides for loans either through local associations or for
direct loans by the Federal land banks themselves. The
limitation for maximum loans is liberalized. The limit is
fixed from $25,000 to $50,000. Personally, I wish there were
no limitation at all, but I recognize that the Federal Govern-
ment will not be called upon to refinance all farm mortgages.
Forty-two percent of the farms in the United States are
mortgaged. The Federal land banks hold 12 percent while
the life-insurance companies hold 23 percent of the out-
standing farm mortgages. Personally, I wish that provision
were made for reducing the principal of the loans where the
property for any reason is not worth at present the amount
of the loan by the Federal land banks. I realize that some
agency must administer the emergency relief. Postal sav-
ings and other Government funds are invested in Federal
land bank bonds.

Unable to reduce the principal because of inability to im-
pair contracts, provision is made for extending the principal
and reducing the rate of interest. Provision is made for re-
financing existing indebtedness held by other mortgagees,
and funds for new loans are provided. The Farm Loan
Commissioner is vested with large discretion, and I believe
that the Commissioner will exercise the discretion to make
adjustments in Federal land-bank loans where there was
overvaluation at the time of the loan or where the value
of the property has depreciated from any cause whatsoever
so that the reasonable value of the property is now less than
the principal amount of the loan. While the act is intended
to give the Federal Farm Loan Commissioner the power to
reduce the amount due on the loan, if the loan is greater
than the reappraisal value by Federal land appraisers I have
urged the committee to offer the following amendment,
which I would offer on the floor if permitted under the rule:

AMENDMENTS

Page 11, after line 24, insert:

SEc. 8. Section 13 of the Federal Farm Loan Act, as amended, 18
amended by adding at the end thereof the following new para-
graph:

“ Fourteenth. At any time within 2 years after this paragraph
takes effect, upon application of any borrower who has obtained
a loan from a Federal land bank if the unpald principal of the
loan is shown, upon reappraisal by land-bank appraisers, to be
greater than the value of the property mortgaged, to reduce the
amount due on the loan to the amount of such value and to
refinance the mortgage on the basis of such amount.”
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I have recommended to the committee and would also
offer a like amendment in connection with joint-stock land
banks. However, I am sure that under the law the joint-
stock land banks have the power now, and I understand the
power has been exercised in many cases, to make settlements
and adjustments in cases where it develops the value of the
property is less than the amount of the loan.

Again, the bonds of joint-stock land banks are now worth
less than par. I want to aid these banks, but I want to
aid them so that the banks can aid their borrowers as well
as their creditors. I want to be fair both to creditor and
debtor. The borrower knows he is being discriminated
against when the joint-stock land banks can discharge their
obligations by paying from one third to one half the face
value of their obligations, whereas the borrower is required
to pay the full value of his obligations. In many cases
worthy borrowers have been foreclosed and the banks have
resold the property and have profited by the transactions.
Such was never the intention of the law. I do not believe
that the Farm Loan Commissioner will permit such a prac-
tice in the further administration of the law. However, I
have urged the committee to propose, and if I were per-
mitted I would offer on the floor the following clarifying
amendments:

Page 14, line 12, strike out “and.”

14, line 20, before the period, insert: “and (3) shall have
agreed that in any case in which the proceeds of any loan made
under this section are used for the purchase of outstanding bonds
issued by the bank at a price less than the par value of such
bonds, the bank shall make a reduction in the unpaid principal
of all mortgage loans held by such bank equal to the difference
between the total amount so pald and the total face value of the
bonds so purchased, and the reduction made in the unpald prineci-
pal of each such mortgage loan shall be an amount which bears
the same proportion to the amount of such difference as the un-
paid principal of such mortgage loan bears to the unpaid principal
of all mortgage loans held by the bank.”

Joint-stock land banks are fo be liquidated and are not
permitted to make new loans. The liquidation is to be
orderly. There are to be no foreclosures within 2 years.
The interest is to be reduced to 5 percent per annum. Loans
are authorized by the Farm Loan Commissioner to joint-
stock land banks to prevent foreclosures and to provide for
reduction in interest.

With many others I condemn most emphatically the policy
of some joint-stock land banks in foreclosing worthy bor-
rowers who are endeavoring to carry on and in reselling the
property with profit to the banks themselves. The Farm
Loan Commissioner has broad discretion. The emergency
loans to the joint-stock land banks for orderly liquidation
are primarily for the benefit of the borrowers. The Farm
Loan Commissioner will exercise the discretion to prevent
further injustices to borrowers. It is not just, it is not right,
that borrowers should be expected to repay in full loans
confracted on the basis of 20-cent cotton with cotton at
5 cents a pound when the joint-stock land banks can pur-
chase their obligations at 40 cents on the dollar. The debt-
ors and the creditors, the mortgagors and the mortgagees,
the farmers and the bondholders should all participate in
the losses and in the benefits of the loans for orderly liqui-
dation of these banks. I should like, as I have stated, to
see an affirmative provision in the bill that would authorize
adjustments with landowners where mortgages to the joint-
stock land banks are for excessive amounts. These banks
should make adjustments with borrowers in the case of
excessive loans or in the case of loans where there has been
a deterioration so that the borrowers can repay the values
of the lands. The Federal Farm Loan Commissioner, in
the exercise of the discretion under the terms of the act,
will give both debtor and creditor the square deal authorized
under the discretion vested in him under the terms of
the act.

THE RULE

There has been criticism of the rule under which the bill
is being considered. It will be kept in mind that the bill
deals largely with contractual rights. Tll-considered or
hasty amendments might affect the validity of the entire
bill. The committee considered the act most carefully.
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While amendments are limited, they are not prohibited.
Any Member of Congress can secure consideration of any
proposed amendment. It will be considered by the com-
mittee just as the bill itself was considered and reported
by the committee.

During the course of the general debate substantially
no other constructive amendments have been proposed.
A substitute has been suggested. This substitute may be
offered under the motion to recommit.

OBJECTIONS

The minority report favors the so-called * Frazier bill” to
provide for the refinancing of all farm mortgages at a rate
of 1% percent. Provision would be made not only for re-
financing the farm-mortgage indebtedness of 1933, esti-
mated at $8,500,000,000, but for repurchase of farms fore-
closed in the past 12 years. Personally, I wish that the rate
of interest might be less than 4!% per cent provided by the
bill. I know of no way for the Government to secure money
either for itself or for the farmers except to pay for it. The
rate of interest in the bill is not to be in excess of 414
percent. It may be less. The rate of interest is determined
by the amount that the Government has to pay as interest
on long-time bonds, It is untenable to assert that the Gov-
ernment can issue Federal Reserve notes bearing 1'% per-
cent interest to discharge its obligations or to provide for
farm loans when Government bonds are now bringing from
3% percent to 4 percent. Again, the Government cannot
be expected to finance all farm mortgages. There would be
discrimination against individuals and against institutions.
Government aid in farm mortgages is to assist and not fo
take the place of private agencies. Loans by private agencies
should be encouraged. Government aid is to prevent abuses
by private agencies.

The farmers are in difficult plight. Their situation is
made worse by misleading statements. All laws are imper-
fect; all laws have their defects, but Congress, by and large,
has made provision for loans to farmers at as small rates
of interest as have been extended to other borrowers.

MERCHANT MARINE

It has been said that under the Merchant Marine Act of
1920 and the Merchant Marine Act of 1928 the United States
provided loans for shipping for less than the rate of interest
provided for farm loans in the pending bill. The rates
under the Merchant Marine Act of 1920, which aggregated
about $18,000,000, were substantially the same as the rates
under the pending emergency bill. Under the Merchant
Marine Act of 1928, loans aggregating $130,000,000 have
been made and the rafes of interest at first were very small,
The Merchant Marine Act of 1928 provided that the loans
for foreign shipping should be made at a rate of interest
comparable to what the Government was paying for loans
at the time. The low rate of interest on the initial loans
made under the act of 1928 was never contemplated. In
1931, when the situation was brought to the attention of
Congress, the act was amended to provide that the rate
should not be less than 3% percent for foreign vessels and
5% percent for coastwise vessels. It will be kept in mind
that the purpose of the Merchant Marine Act is to promote
foreign commerce and to provide for the national defense.
Under all the loans the vessels are constructed in accord-
ance with the requirements of the Government and may be
taken over at cost in the event of war. We remember
that enormous sums of money, millions upon millions, were
expended for building ships in the World War. The Mer-
chant Marine Act will thus provide for foreign trade and
for national defense.

FOREIGN DEBTS

Those who would mislead the farmer into believing that
Congress is deliberately discriminating against him argue
that the debts of our former Allies in the World War bear
a rate of interest less than the rate of interest provided for
mortgages in the pending bill and that therefore the rate of
interest should be reduced. The answer is twofold. The
rate in the act may be reduced, and in the second place the
two cases are not analogous. It will always be remembered
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that the rate of interest on the foreign debts was not on
loans made or money advanced at the time of the transac-
tion. These debts were war debts. They were contracted
as war measures, The advances were almost wholly used
in the United States in the purchase of wheat, cotton, and
other commodities and materials. The money was expended
in the United States in the case of both war and postwar
loans. The rate of interest in the funding agreements was
not on advances made or loans confracted at the time the
rates were fixed. The foreign-debt settlements were made
in an effort to collect obligations due the United States.
Even with the reduction of interest, several nations are in de-
fault. They have not paid with the smaller rates of inter-
est. Some statesmen assert that the United States should
follow the course of Andrew Jackson in forcing the collec-
tion of foreign debts. The amount of the French indebted-
ness to the United States during the Jackson administra-
tion was approximately $5,000,000. It was finally paid. The
facts of the indebtedness in the Jackson era and the facts of
the indebtedness growing out of the World War are alto-
gether different. It was not a case of allies or common
cause.

What is the alternative if our former Allies refuse to pay?
Who would advocate another war to collect the debis?
Foreign-debt setflements were an effort to collect obligations
already incurred for the relief of the American taxpayers.

FARM LOANS

It is not fair to say that Congress has deliberately dis-
criminated against farmers in the matter of rates of in-
terest. Under the Agricultural Marketing Act of 1929 a re-
volving fund of $500,000,000 was authorized and the full
amount was appropriated. The rates of interest on the
loans were substantially the provision originally incorpo-
rated in the Merchant Marine Act of 1928. It stipulated
that in no case should the rate exceed 4 percent. Under the
law money was advanced for agricultural relief by the Fed-
eral farm loan at rates of interest from one eighth of 1
percent to 3% percent. The aggregate loans under the
Agricultural Marketing Act amounted to $1,118,445,788.32,
from the adoption of the act to April 1, 1933.

Whatever may be said of the rule under which the bill is
being considered, the only substantial objection has been by
the advocates of the Frazier bill. There is no gag rule in
their case. A motion to recommit will permit a vote on the
Frazier bill. A substitute of the Frazier bill would mean
no legislation at all in the emergency that confronts the
farmers of the Nation. They need refinancing. Ill-consid-
ered and uneconomic refinancing would be worse than no
refinancing at all.

The arguments with respect to interest on merchant
marine loans and on foreign-debt settlements are without
merit. I agree that a mistake was made and that too small
a rate was charged in some of the merchant marine loans,
but when the Government has made a mistake, when a
wrong policy has been pursued, the remedy is not to repeat
the mistake but to correct it. If the rate of interest in
other cases has been too small, the remedy is to correct it
in future legislation.

We have heard too much in advocacy of appropriations
from the Federal Treasury by those who urged the appro-
priations because previous unfair and unjust appropriations
have been made. Every appropriation should stand on its
own merits. All legislation should stand or fall on its own
merits. The Government cannot lend money for less than
it can borrow it. The mere issue of Treasury certificates
or Federal Reserve notes will not suffice. There must be
sound financing by the Government. Of course, there is
room for the expansion of the currency. Such expansion
must be sound. The present administration has made pro-
vision for expanding the currency in excess of $2,000,000,000.
If such expansion does not do the job, there will be further
sound expansion of the currency.

The emergency act is a further step in the right direc-
tion. It is constructive, will benefit farm owners, and should
promote the return of normal conditions.
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EMERGENCY FAEM EELIEF -

In further extending my remarks, I call attention again
to the fact that the House has already passed the adminis-
tration measure, H.R. 3835, to increase the agricultural pur-
chasing power. The purpose is that the purchasing power
with respect to articles bought by the farmers be equivalent
to the purchasing power of agricultural commodities in the
pre-war period from August 1909 to July 1914, The bill is
intended to maintain a balance between production and
consumption. Since 1928 the prices of farm products have
dropped an average of 60 percent, while the decrease in
farm purchases or articles purchased by the farmers has
been only 29 percent. The price level of farm commodities
is only 50 percent of the pre-war level, while the prices paid
by farmers for things bought by them is 102 percent of
the pre-war level. Farm taxes are more than 2% times as
much as they were prior to the World War. Such a condi-
tion is intolerable. There are 6,000,000 farmers in the Na-
tion. The purchasing power of 30,000,000 people has been
substantially eliminated. Manufacturing is adversely af-
fected. Transportation has been crippled. Banking has
been paralyzed. There can be no prosperity for industry
unless there is prosperity for agriculture.

I have no patience with those who say that legislation
cannot aid the farmer. Manufacturing has profited from
high tariffs. The railways have increased their rates as a
result of congressional action. Loans have been made to
banks and insurance companies. Farmers are entitled to
the equivalent of the relief extended to manufacturing and
commerce. The administration seeks to relieve agriculture.
The emergency farm relief bill heretofore passed by the
House, as I have stated, is now pending in the Senate. The
purpose is to increase the price of cotton and other major
agricultural commodities to at least the pre-war level.
There can be no economic recovery from the existing de-
pression without reasonable increases in commodity prices.
The measure was proposed by President Roosevelt. It is
the emergency farm-relief plan of the administration. The
redeeming feature is the statement of President Roosevelt
that he will be the first to acknowledge and to advise
Congress if the act does not produce the desired results.
In his message recommending the passage of the bill the
President frankly stated that the legislation was a new and
untrod path. He emphasized, however, that unprecedented
conditions called for new and unprecedented remedies.

Another redeeming feature of the legislation is that the
President may terminate by proclamation the provisions of
the act with respect to any commodity after the emer-
gency has ended. It is also provided that any of the powers
conferred upon the Secretary, or any other provision of
the bill, may be terminated by the President if he ascer-
tains that they are not necessary to carry out the declared
policy of the act.

THE OBJECT

The object is to restore the pre-war purchasing power of
cotton and other basic agricultural commodities. For in-
stance, on February 15, 1933, cotton was selling at 5% cents
per pound. The aim of the bill would be to raise the price
of cotton to the pre-war level of 13 cents per pound. The
goal will not be immediately reached. The demands of the
domestic and foreign markets will be considered. The con-
sumers are to be kept in mind. The bill provides that in
the readjustment no larger percentage of the consumer's
dollar shall be expended for agricultural commodities than
was returned to the farmer in the pre-war period.

BROAD POWERS

To accomplish the declared policy of the Farm Relief Act
broad powers are conferred upon the Secretary of Agricul-
ture. While they are broad, they are flexible. While they
are broad, they are limited. There must be no increase in
price to the consumer. The Secretary is authorized to pro-
vide for reduction in acreage or production, to enter into
marketing agreements, to license processors, to use the
Smith cotton-option contract to reduce acreage, and to im-
pose excise and process taxes on agricultural commodities.
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Marginal lands may be rented. All agreements are to pro-
tect the public interest. They are to be made only for the
purpose of effectuating the return of the pre-war purchas-
ing power of agricultural commodities. They are to pro-
mote gradual establishing and maintaining the balance be-
tween production and consumption. Unfair practices by
processors and other agencies are provided against.

It is intended to aid the grower, but the manufacturer or
consumer is to be protected. The domestic manufacturer
is especially protected. There are imposed taxes upon im-
ports to protect domestic manufacturers. They are safe-
guarded against foreign competition. Both consumer and
producer are protected against substitutes. The compen-
sating tax will prevent a substitute.

The act will be self-supporting. There is no price fixing
in the bill as passed by the House. There is to be no Gov-
ernment subsidy. Domestic markets are encouraged and
foreign markets are promoted. Cotton and manufactured
products will move in export just as they do now, free from
any tax.

The vice in previous agricultural legislation was that sim-
ilar relief was provided for all commodities. In the admin-
istration bill the powers are flexible. Different methods may
be applied to different commodities. - In fact, different meth-
ods may be applied to the same commodity. The act is in-
tended to give to wheat, cotton, and other products of
which we produce a surplus the equivalent benefit of the
tariff. The tariff reserves to the American manufacturer
the domestic market. The bill would increase the domestic
price of cotton just as the tariff increases the domestic price
of manufactured articles.

EMITH COTTON OFPTION

The Smith cotton option plan is incorporated in the act.
It provides for reducing cotton acreage substantially 30
percent. It will take from the market the cotion now con-
trolled by the Federal Farm Board and the Secretary of
Agriculture. By decreasing production there is to be an
increase in the price of cotton.

It is my thought that the Smith plan will be the only part
of the bill to be incorporated certainly for the next year
with respect to cotton. Frankly, I have grave doubts as fo
the so-called “allotment plan.” I do not believe it to be
applicable to cotton. The features of the plan in the pend-
ing bill have been very materially liberalized. The provisions
are flexible and the plan is voluntary.

CONSUMERS

Consumers are protected. Wages are safeguarded. The
consumers do not receive the benefits. of reduced prices in
agricultural products, anyway. The whole purpose of agri-
cultural relief is to reduce the cost of distribution. The
taxes provided by the bill will only slightly affect the retail
price. Bread prices are the same as in 1913, but wheat
was twice as high in 1913 as it is in 1933. Doubling the
price of cotton would increase the price of a cotton shirt
selling for a dollar by 2 cents. In the case of cotton goods
only a small percentage of the retail price goes to the farmer.
There can be no prosperity for the manufacturer unless the
farmer is able to produce the necessities of life.

ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS

The costs of administration have been safeguarded. It
has been said that the employees are to be exempt from the
civil service and classification acts. The legislation is
needed immediately. There is no time for civil service ex-
aminations. A similar provision was incorporated in the
legislation authorizing the establishment of the Recon-
struction Finance Corporation. In the pending bill, how-
ever, no salary of any employee, officer, or expert will be in
excess of $10,000.

VOLUNTARY AND SELF-SUSTAINING

The legislation is self-sustaining. Subsidies are not con-
templated. Bureaucracy is discouraged. No great admin-
istrative force is needed. Existing agencies are to be uti-
lized. There will be no further stabilization operations. In
the reorganization of the farm-loan agencies of the Govern-
ment, President Roosevelt by Executive order eliminated the
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provision for stabilization contained in the Agricultural
Marketing Act of 1929. Public funds will not be used for
private purposes. The sooner the Government gets out of
all business, the better.

After all, the success or failure of farm relief depends
upon administration. The present administration has dem-
onstrated that it is determined to aid agriculture. The pro-
visions of the bill are flexible. The powers are broad. The
act will be terminated when the existing emergency has
ended.

Under the leadership of President Roosevelt, the House is
about to take another step to restore normal agricultural
conditions. It has passed the emergency farm bill. It will
now shortly pass the Emergency Farm Mortgage Act. Agri-
culture will thus be given not only a new but a square deal.

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi [Mr. WHITTINGTON] has expired.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. Gray],

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Chairman, it was not my intention or
desire to speak upon this bill, but I am constrained to take
the floor to explain my vote and position upon this legisla-
tion.

It is the desire and wish of all good citizens that their
country should be right, just, and fair toward all men and
other peoples and nations. And yet there comes a time in
the affairs of citizenship, men, and nations when men must
stand by their country, wrong or right, in order to safeguard
the institutions of civil life and to maintain peace and order
under the forms of government and law.

While political parties were in no wise provided for in the
Federal Constitution or by any statutory law under the Con-
stitution, political parties have become necessary to organize
the voters, fo enable them to express their will and wish at
the polls in the exercise of the right of franchise on election
day. For every voter to undertake to nominate candidates,
elect public officials, or declare policies of government, each
acting separately for himself, without party organization or
cooperation under a political party, would bring about greater
confusion at the ballot box than the confusion of tongues
at the Tower of Babel.

Political parties have come as vital necessities in the ad-
ministration of government and the direction of public
affairs. They are today a part of our governmental agen-
cies as fully, completely, and effectively as if originally pro-
vided for in the organic law creating Government, State,
and Nation. Under this system of political parties which
has grown up under custom and usage the political party
in power and directing public affairs becomes the Govern-
ment itself. And when the time comes under a great emer-
gency or crisis for men to be with their Government, they
must be with their party, wrong or right, to be with the
country, wrong or right. We are now in a state of economic
siege or industrial warfare, under which Congress has seen
fit to confer extraordinary powers to meet and deal with the
crisis as in an armed conflict, to cope with a formidable foe.

I have not determined to support this bill on its merits
as a farm-relief measure. I am supporting this bill more
to maintain the prestige of the party administration and
directing the Government, more for psychological effect,
more to maintain and stabilize the wavering, swaying pub-
lic minds, the unrest of the people brought about by want,
suffering, and distress in the midst of plenty and great
abundance. I have determined to support this measure un-
til legislation can be considered and enacted affording sub-
stantial and practical relief.

If I believed this measure was all that was to come, all
that could be leoked to for farm relief, I would despair of
hope for farming and agriculture. I would leave this hall
of inanimated flags and statuary and seek seclusion and
solitude in fasting and prayer. I would appeal to Almighty
God as the last resort for the rescue of agriculture from the
blight of this scourge or depression, and from the menace
threatening a system of landlord and tenant in America.

There are some parts of this bill beyond understanding,
or at least none of which the proponents of the bill have
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undertaken to éxplain. But there are many problems of life
which are impossible of solution—the problems of birth,
life, and death, the problems of time, space, and eternity,
all beyond the powers and comprehension of men to solve.
We must accept.all these without solution and live on.

But there are other provisions of this bill which might be
explained and should be explained before the roll is called.
It should be explained to the Members of this House how
the laboring man today who cannot buy enough milk for
his children at the present price, can buy more milk at a
higher price, without his wages being raised to meet the
increased price of milk. It should be explained here how
we can levy and collect a tax upon the consumer of farm
food to raise the price to the producers of farm food with-
out correspondingly increasing the consumer’s earnings and
income to meet the increased price. It ought to be ex-
plained, also, to the farmer themselves, how the farmer can
raise less and have more.

It ought also to be explained how the Government can
finance and make loans mounting in the myriad millions
to the banks of the country, to the railroads of the country,
to the insurance companies of the country, and assume the
debts, obligations, and losses of widespread failing and de-
funct industries while at the same time supporting 14,000,000
people in enforced idleness and assuming the obligation of
$2,000,000,000 more to take up farm mortgages in default
and national insolvency and bankruptcy. It ought to be
further explained and made certain as to whether this
$2,000,000,000 obligation assumed in the name of farm relief
is all for the farmers or for the relief of money lenders and
mortgage holders now unable to collect interest or principal
on their debt. Even under the most advantageous adminis-
tration of the operations provided for, the farmers will still
owe the debts, will still be obligated for the interest, and
with no provision under which to increase their earnings
and income with which to pay and satisfy the liens against
their land. The Government is to guarantee the payment
of the interest coming due to the debt holders, but without
a guaranty or without an opportunity afforded to the farmers
of the means and ability to pay to save their farm homes for
themselves and for their children,

The most earnest and insistent friends of this bill will
only say that it is an experiment which they hope will afford
some relief, sometime, now or in the far-distant, hazy
future. They further assert, and this with positive assur-
ance, that the bill can make conditions no worse. This is
the one claim and theory of the bill with which I am in full
agreement and accord, that is, that if it fails of relief it
can make conditions no worse, as under present conditions
it would appear that conditions could not be worse. Upon
this claim of the bill I will take my stand. Upon this rock
I will build my castle of justification, here I will make my
defense for support of the bill. My position will be impreg-
nable on the grounds of merit of the measure to meet the
crisis at hand.

But here is a remarkable departure from emergency
measures. The house is on fire. The fire department has
arrived. The hose is connected with the hydrant. All is
ready to throw the water and stop the blaze. The water or,
in this case, the currency supply is full and ample and
ready to be made available for the emergency but the fire
engines are stopped to experiment with a new and unknown
chemical without knowledge or assurance of the effect as to
whether it will add to the flame or extinguish the fire. Such
is the role assumed by the ultraconservatism of the day.

But this bill will not remedy the cause of this farm crisis,
even directly or remotely. This farm panic or depression
was brought upon the country by a fall of values, or the
price level, taking away from the farmers their earnings and
income, destroying their taxpaying power, their interest-,
debt-, and mortgage-paying power, and leaving them with-
out surplus means, without buying and consuming power to
provide the necessaries of life, and live. This fall of values
and the price level was caused by the secret contraction of
money and credits by international financiers and manipu-
lating bankers deliberately to double, triple, and multiply
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the value of their property, their money, and certain war-
debt claims and bonds.

Under this secret contraction of money and credits the
relative value of money and the price level was deliberately
and criminally changed to take from the people their sub-
stance and property—calling for double, triple, and fivefold
the farmer’s corn, wheat, his farm crops, and stock to pay
and satisfy the same taxes, interest, debts, and mortgages.
This bill leaves this multiplied and crushing debt burden
still weighing down upon farming and agriculture, and under
which the farmers will remain powerless to pay and live.

There can be no relief from this panic until there is a
rise of farm values and the price level, a restoration of
farm earnings and income. And there can be no substan-
tial or permanent rise of values and the price level until
there is a restoration of money and credits secretly con-
tracted and withdrawn from circulation. Until there is a
restoration of money and credits the farmers of the country
will remain without hope. And unless there is such a resto-
ration promptly and without delay the farmers’ cause is
lost. And we are left face to face with a landlord and

‘tenant system in America with the former farm-home

owners as tenants, with their children to inherit their servi-
tude and to work under the lash of farm-corporation task-
masters.,

The remedy to avert this crisis and disaster does not call
for so-called “inflation.” This remedy does not even call
for expansion of the currency. It calls for a restoration of
money and credit, secretly contracted and withdrawn from
circulation under a financial conspiracy deliberately entered
into and carried out under the veil of a gentlemen’s agree-
ment. This bill will not restore the volume and supply of
money necessary to raise values and the price level and
give back to the farmers their tax-, interest-, debt-, and
mortgage-paying power even without the means or surplus
hnecessa.ry and required to provide the necessaries of life, and

ve.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. STronGl.

Mr. STRONG of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I favor this bill
because I believe it will bring relief to the farmers of this coun-
try; but I believe the relief will only be temporary, for if this
bill is passed the same manipulators who have been in
control of the financial system of this country for the past
12 years will still be in control and can create such depres-
sion as is now prevailing throughout the Nation at any time
they so desire. Therefore this bill can only bring temporary
relief.

What the country needs is a system of finances which will
keep sufficient money in circulation at all times to properly
conduct all the commercial affairs of the Nation. Under our
present system this policy cannot be carried through, as a
few manipulators who are now controlling the circulation
of money desire otherwise. The Constitution plainly com-
mands that Congress shall issue money and regulate the
value thereof, and until Congress performs that plain, simple
command of the Constitution we may expect such depres-
sions as the one now prevailing throughout the country. The
object of this bill is to aid farmers who are unable to pay
the principal and interest on farm mortgages which are
now held against their farms. Bonds are to be issued by
the Government bearing interest upon which money is to
be secured in aiding the farmers to pay the mortgages
against their lands, the Government guaranteeing the in-
terest payment upon such bonds. It is estimated this inter-
est will amount to about $80,000,000 annually. Instead of
creating this vast indebtedness by bond issues, why not the
Government issue currency, which would place plenty of
money in circulation to carry on the business of the country?
This would enable the farmers to sell their products at a
profit, thereby enabling them to pay the interest and also
the principal of the mortgages against their farms, and
with a system which would keep sufficient money in cir-
culation at all times—would prevent the return of such de-
pression from which the country is now suffering. But un-
less this is done, as I have already said, the relief brought
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about by this bill will be temporary, and such depressions
will return at any time the few financial manipulators who
are now controlling the circulation of money in the country
cease to allow proper circulation of same.

If Congress will obey the plain mandate of the Constitu-
tion in regard to issuing money and not farm ouf this
principal function of government to a few malicious manip-
ulators, all business, including the farming interests, will be
relieved, and such depressions as the one now afflicting this
Nation would be made impossible. [Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.l

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. TERRELL].

Mr. TERRELL. Mr. Chairman, I wish to discuss this bill
in connection with the agricultural relief bill already passed
and now pending in the Senate, as it is a companion measure
in carrying out the present agricultural relief plans. The
Senate Committee on Agriculture has added this farm mort-
gage bill and some other material amendments to the farm
bill, and I desire to discuss them all together, discussing
first the price relief bill and, second, the farm mortgage bill.
This double-barrel bill in the Senate reminds me of the
Negro’s fish-trap—it is set to “ketch em gwine and cum-
min.” It contains the “ allotment plan”, the “ buy-a-bale
plan ”, the * cost-price plan”, the * processor's-tax plan”,
the “ farm mortgage relief plan”, the “ drainage levee and
irrigation district relief plan ”, and, finally, a plan to bank-
rupt the Government of the United States by excessive bond
issues and high interest rates.

No man can lift himself up by his boot-straps and no
government or individual can get out of debt and remain
out of debt by borrowing money at a high rate of interest.

There is not a Representative in this House whose dis-
frict will not be affected by some phase of this * omnibus
bill ¥, and the prospect of borrowing money from the Gov-
ernment to liquidate debts appeals to many people and
brings pressure upon Congress to enact this kind of legis-
lation.

These various propositions are embodied in this bill by
amendment in the Senate, to gain votes from various sec-
tions of the country affected by its provisions. I believe in
every tub standing on its own bottom, and every proposi-
tion standing on its own merits, if it has any merits; and if
it has none, let it fall by its own weight and not tack it on
to something else to bolster it up; and I believe further, that
every measure of such vast importance to the people should
be carefully considered and not passed under gag rule with
no opportunity to amend it, as is now being done.

I am a practical farmer with many years of experience
at the plow and with 10 years' experience as commissioner
of agriculture of the greatest agricultural State in the
Union, and I have close contact with every phase of agri-
culture, and I believe that I know what the farmers want
and what they need.

The real “dirt farmers” would not favor this bill if it
were properly explained to them, but they are suffering
from high taxes and low prices, and like the drowning man,
they will “catch at a straw.” Some of the farm leaders
favor this bill because they hope to get a good job with the
Government in assisting in the administration of the law.
All the experiments with farm-relief legislation, like the
Marketing Act and Farm Board, have failed with tremendous
loss to the Government, so why repeat these great losses by
taxing the people another billion dollars to try a new ex-
periment when a practical remedy is in sight? The farmers
are tired of being fooled. They ask for bread and you give
gm a stone in the form of more bond issues and more

es.

If you are going to try to raise the prices of farm products
by legislation—and they must be raised for the stability
and safety of all industry—there are but two ways to do it.
First, and the sensible way, is to adopt a sound and honest
money system controlled by the Government in accordance
with the mandate of the Constitution, with the dollar stabi-
lized at a fair exchange price for the products of the farm
and factory, with ample money to supply purchasing power.
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This will raise the level of prices and we will not need this
kind of legislation. Second, if we are going to try to raise
prices by experimental and artificial means, it would be
better and less costly to let the Secretary of Agriculture esti-
madte the amount of staple farm products named in this bill
needed for world consumption and make voluntary contracts
with the farmers to grow that amount and guarantee a price
to cover the average cost of production and a reasonable
profit similar to the Simpson amendment embodied in the
Senate amendment, which leaves out any profit to the
gTrower.

The growers will voluntarily sign such a contract and
comply with it when guaranteed a profitable price, but not
otherwise, and this contract can be signed in 30 days through
existing agencies. If perchance a surplus is grown, the
farmer must carry the surplus, and it would be taken into
consideration in estimating the next year’s allotment to be
grown.

Not a man in this House understands or can explain the
agricultural relief bill. To prove this, I quote from state-
ments in the Senate discussion of the bill as follows:

SBenator LoGaN. I should like to ask the chairman of the com-
mittee [Senator SmirH] if he is entirely sure that he can explain
so we can understand them the different principles in this bill?

Senator SmrTH. No, sir; I am going to read the bill and tell what
it makes an assault with intent to do. [Laughter.]

It strikes down our constitutional safeguards and surren-
ders the powers of Congress by giving dictatorial powers to
one man to do everything and accomplish nothing for the
people.

It is my opinion that when prices are stabilized on a basis
of proper supply that the trade will fall in line with the
Government and purchase the products at the price named
by the Government without license or an excessive processing
fee and without the threat of a $1,000 per day fine for doing
business without a license, because they will be protected
against violent fluctuations in prices and can deal safely in
these products just like they did in wheat when the price
was fixed by the Government and no loss was incurred.
There has never been a permanent surplus of agricultural
products, and would be no surplus now if the people had the
money to supply their needs, and they will never have the
money until they are paid a profitable price and idle laborers
are employed and given purchasing power.

If perchance the trade did not take the products at the
price named by the Government, it would be cheaper and
easier for the Government to pay the growers the difference
between the market price and the Government price rather
than continue with experiments like those of the Farm
Board and processing taxes embedied in the farm relief bill,
where heavy losses have been incurred under the Farm
Board and are almost sure to be incurred under this bill.
Besides this, the licensing of dealers and processors and the
collection of a processing tax amounting to probably a hil-
lion dollars will cost the consumers more money than it
would require to pay the difference between the market
price and the Government price, and the policy of this proc-
essing tax with heavy penalties would shake the foundations
of the business structure of the country, built upon a cen-
tury of successful business experience.

The Government can easily go too far when it undertakes
to control by law the operations of farmers and business
institutions, except to protect the public against unfair busi-
ness transactions which rob the people of the fruits of their
toil. Such measures as this are contrary to the genius of
a free people and were never contemplated by the framers
of the Constitution and are not authorized by that once
sacred document,

FARM MORTGAGE BILL

The farm mortgage relief bill is a little “ sop ” tacked onto
the agricultural bill to grease it so it can be more easily
swallowed. I should be glad to support a measure offering
some real relief for the farm-mortgage indebtedness, to re-

duce the interest rate and stop foreclosures; but this bill
provides for a bond issue of $2,000,000,000 with an interest
rate to the farmers of 414 percent, which is not much relief
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compared with the low price of his products, the only means
through which the debt can be paid. I am for the Frazier
bill, with some changes, which provides for the issuance of
bonds to take up these mortgages at the rate of 1% percent
interest and 1'% percent on the principal on the amortiza-
tion plan, and am not for this subterfuge which continues
to make the Government subservient to the bankers by
guaranteeing the interest and establishes the bankers per-
manently with their hands in the Public Treasury. Under
the rule adopted, we are not permitted to offer the Frazier
bill as an amendment.

I want to cut loose from bankers’ control of the money of
this country and drive the moneychangers from the temple
of the Treasury of the United States, and this is the best
time to do it and make them do business on their own money
and permit the Government to resume control of the money
in the interest of all the people. Why should the Govern-
ment delegate its credit to a few people to control the credit
of all the people?

Every banker who has United States bonds eligible to the
circulation privilege can get interest on $2 for every dollar
he owns. If the Government would pay me $2 for every
dollar’s worth of products I make on the farm, as it pays
the banks for their bonds, my farm would be self-supporting.

The banks have had this Government by the throat long
enough, and they have demonstrated already that they
cannot be trusted to handle the Government funds and
deposits of the people unless these deposits are guaranteed.
Do not take my word for this statement, but take the in-
augural address of the President delivered March 4 of this
year and see what he says. I quote:

Our distress comes from no failure of substance. We are stricken
by no plague of locusts. Compared with the perils which our
forefathers conquered because they believed and were not afraid,
we have still much to be thankful for. Nature still offers her
bounty and human efforts have multiplied it. Plenty is at our
doorstep, but a generous use of it languishes in the very sight of
the supply. Primarily this is because the rulers of exchange of
mankind’s goods have failed, through their stubbornness and their
own incompetence, have admitted their failure, and abdicated.
Practices of the unscrupulous moneychangers stand indicted in
the court of public opinion, rejected by the hearts and minds
of men.

This country must have more money upon which to do
business without issuing bonds and borrowing it from the
bankers. We now owe about $21,000,000,000, and this bill
proposes the issuance of two billions more, with various proj-
ects, adding about five billions more of bonded debt without
any way of paying the debt except to borrow more money
and pay more interest. Under such a system the property
of the people is mortgaged for generations to come.

We must either issue Treasury notes without interest to
pay for these projects or we must increase the metallic
base for the issuance of more money by the free coinage of
silver. This latter plan would enable us to trade with the
silver-using countries of the world on more equal terms than
is possible under the gold standard alone. The whole coun-
try is overbonded and industry is overcapitalized with ficti-
tious stocks and bonds, upon which the people are paying
exorbitant charges. We must squeeze the water out of these
overcapitalized industries and scale them down to a fair
cost value so they can earn a fair interest on the actual cash
value of the investment.

If Government bonds drawing interest are a safe basis
for issuing money—and the bankers say it is, and it is the
method now used by the Government to increase the amount
of money—why is not a Treasury note bearing no interest,
printed on the same press that prints the bank note, just as
good as the bank note, when it has the strength of the
Government and all the taxpayers behind it? I should like
for some “ bloated bondholder” to answer this question:
“What will be used as a basis for currency when the bonds

are all redeemed, if that ever happens? ”
The question of the soundness of money and the proper

supply of money can and should be regulated by the Gov-
ernment, regardless of what basis is used, as it is purely
and solely a Government function.
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This question of money has caused trouble before, and
it has been said that money is the root of all evil. I am
sure that the lack of money has caused much suffering.

Andrew Jackson met the money power during his admin-
istration by vetoing the bank bill, and Congress could not
pass it over his veto, so the Government was divorced from
domination by the banks until it was gripped in a great
Civil War, and the banks got control again and established
the national banking system, and they have had their hands
in the Public Treasury ever since, and secured a death grip
on the Government during the World War.

Abe Lincoln checked them for a time when they tried to
holgi the Government up for an exorbitant interest rate, and
he issued his greenbacks and told them the Government was
able to finance itself and would do so, unless the banks
would lend the money at a reasonable rate. He carried
his point and preserved the Union.

To emphasize my position I insert quotations from the
Senate Agricultural Committee in reporting out the agri-
cultural relief bill, as follows:

In reporting this favorably we feel that we should advise the
Senate that, in our opinion, the bill will not alone afford the relief
;lizllch the farmer must have to enable him to survive economi-

y.

Prior to the bank holiday some 12,000 banks fafled, resulting in
the destruction of some 20 billions of bank credit or deposit
money. With the ending of the holiday, additional thousands of
banks failed to open, resulting in the temporary if not permanent
destruction of additional billions of what we call and use for
money.

During the past 3 weeks the Federal Reserve System has dis-
posed of bills and United States Government securities in the
total sum of over $1,000,000,000, Reserve-bank credit has been con-
tracted in the sum of $956,000,000, and the money in circulation
has been deflated in the total sum of $1,185,000,000.

We report these facts and state that no substantial relief is
possible for agriculture until the policy of deflation is not only
checked but reversed, and a substantial sum of actual money is
admitted and, if need be, forced into circulation.

Agriculture demands an adequate supply of honest and sound
money and at this time we have neither.

Agriculture does not demand a 50-cent dollar or an unsound
dollar, but does protest the retention of a 200-cent dollar. A
dollar which fluctuates in purchasing power from 50 cents in 1920
to 200 cents in 1933 is neither a sound nor an honest dollar,
Dollars so scarce as to be obscure, thereby forcing into existence
systems of barter, trade, and scrip, are not adequate,

Agriculture demands that the farmer should have a 100-cent
dollar; that the purchasing power of the dollar should be fixed
and established at the point to serve the best interests of the
people, trade, commerce, and industry; and that when such value
is once fixed, it should be stabilized at such value.

We report further that no just, substantial, reliable, or per-
manent relief can be provided agriculture or any other Industry
until the money question is considered and adjusted.

We are not permitted under the rule to offer amendments
to the bill. If there is any relief in it, the holders of bad
mortgages will get the relief.

Where the property securing the mortgage is worth the
money, the holder of the mortgage is not going to scale the
debt or accept a lower rate of interest, and this law does not
and cannot make him do so. Then only the holders of bad
mortgages, where the property is not worth the money, will
take advantage of it and exchange their almost worthless
mortgages for good bonds, with the Government guaran-
teeing the interest at 414 percent.

This is a mortgage holders’ relief bill, and the only way
we can protect the farmers’ interest is to recommit this bill
with instructions to bring in a bill similar to the Frazier
bill, bearing interest not exceeding 3 percent, including in-
terest and sinking-fund retirement upon the amortization
plan.

It is claimed by those supporting this bill that the bankers
will not buy these bonds unless the inferest is 4 percent.
If they refuse to buy them, then the Frazier amendment
proposes that the Federal Reserve banks shall buy them and
issue money on them, just as the Government issues money
on the bonds for the bankers, and increase the volume of
money in circulation and let the farmers have it at this
low rate of interest until we have $75 per capita and
raise the price level of all farm products. There is a pro-
vision in the Frazier bill to retire some of this money when
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the proper price level is reached, and this is a scientific
method of controlling the issuance of currency.

The Government is now lending billions of dollars
through the Reconstruction Finance Corporation to banks,
railroads, and insurance companies at about half the in-
terest rates charged the farmers under this bill, and the
farmers, as well as the taxpayers, must make all losses good.
So why not give the farmers as low interest rates as are
given the banks, railroads, and insurance companies, when
they are as much entitled to cheap money as anybody?
This is a clear discrimination between the farmers and the
other classes.

My only hope for any relief for the farmers under this
bill and the farm relief bill already passed the House is
for the Senate to amend them in such manner as to offer
some substantial relief to the farmers, because they take
time to deliberate and offer amendments, and the House
denies the right of any Member to offer amendments to
secure any real relief.

Mr. CLARKE of New York. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Frear].

Mr. FREAR. Mr. Chairman, in the brief time allotted
for debate no man can properly discuss the merits of this
bill. We listened to the chairman of the committee [Mr.
JonEes], who gave his explanation of the bill, and I wish to
compliment him by saying he has the high respect of both
Republicans and Democrats, because they know he acts
with the utmost sincerity. I am sure he has tried to get as
good a bill as would be permitted to pass, but I am satisfied
he would like to get one much stronger than that here pre-
sented. This is true equally of the gentleman from New
York [Mr. Crarxe]l, the leading Republican on the com-
mittee, who has always been a champion of agriculture and
has great interests in his own State, as I have in my own
State, the first dairy State in the Union, with New York
and Minnesota closely following.

I shall not speak on the drastic rule because those in the
majority carry responsibility for the fact no amendment
can be permitted on this bill under the rule. They must
accept that responsibility with the rule, as adopted.

I was a member, Mr. Chairman, of the Committee on Ways
and Means when we seftled the World War debts over a
decade ago, and when we gave authorization for their set-
tlement I had something to do with drafting of the amended
resolution. Let me say, from our committee, Mr. Crisp was
placed on the Commission. So was Mr. Burton, from the
House, and others in Congress. From that resolution even-
tually was drafted an agreement with France that France
would pay her $4,000,000,000 debt, of which $1,650,000,000
occurred after the armistice, at 1.62 percent interest. The
face of the loan was cut cash value about 50 percent. We
settled with Italy for 25 cents on the dollar for over $2,000,-
000,000, also running 62 years at 113 percent, based on ability
to pay. That was our generous treatment with these debtors.
I can show you hundreds of good farmers in my district who,
on the basis of ability to pay, cannot pay 1 percent of interest
because of heavy taxes they have to meet. They are certain
to lose their farms unless able to obtain the cost of produc-
tion and a reduced interest rate.

I believe in the merits of what is known as the * Frazier
bill ” for reasons briefly to be outlined. I do not know that
you are going to permit it to be offered as a substitute or as
an amendment to the bill. I do not know that it is going to
be submitted under the iron-clad rule you have on a motion
to recommit; but I say to you, if not, the responsibility is on
your side. The principles of the Frazier bill ought to be
adopted. Our American farmers should be freated as fairly
as we treated the foreign countries named, and their ability
to pay must be taken into consideration as was done with
great European governments, or our people are liable to
lose their farms. [Applause.]

In St. Paul last summer I talked with the president of the
Federal land bank. I asked him how many of his mortgages
were subject to foreclosure. He said over 50 percent were
in default. This is the situation confronting the country at
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this time. I want to give further reasons why lower rates
of interest should be adopted at this time and shall offer
definite data of other Government loans, [Applause.]

Mr. Chairman, at this time let me say I have voted for
every agricultural aid bill reported by the Agricultural Com-
mittee and believe the President would extend needed aid
to the farmers of the country if possible to get his advisers
to agree, but this bill to refinance farm mortgages fails to
give material aid to those most in need beyond a 5-year
moratorium to those who have ample security to offer.

Agriculture is in greater distress than ever before in all
history, and between taxes and interest burdens this bill
gives little relief; but on the contrary it carries slight hope
to the great army of farm owners in the country. It has
been described as a nibbling bill by those who are most
deeply in need of help—a bill that helps banks and insur-
ance company mortgage holders, but not the man who
pays. -

Last campaign generous promises were made for farm
relief, and complying with those promises the farmers of my
State and of the West generally swung over to the Demo-
cratic column. Only once before in a half century has my
State been carried by my friends across the aisle. In 1928
President Hoover received 98,000 majority in Wisconsin. In
1932 President Roosevelt received 360,000 majority, or a
turnover of more than 450,000 votes in our State. Wiscon-
sin, for example, is a typical agricultural State. It leads
all States in production of dairy products, and in its wonder-
ful agricultural development, fine farm homes, and advan=-
tages of education is among the first, with sister States of
New York, Minnesota, and Iowa of like agricultural interests.

The great political swing to President Roosevelt by the
farmers of the country came from a belief he understood
their problem and their needs. The allotment bill now in
the Senate seeks to give some aid to the cost of production
on a limited list of farm products. This bill seeks to reach
the other side of the ledger by cutting down farm costs.

Twenty-one States have asked for the Frazier bill through
their legislatures. That bill is now being urged in the Sen-
ate by Senator Frazier. It provides for an annual 3-percent
payment by the farmer on his mortgage, of which one half
is to be for annual interest and the remainder for amortiza-
tion of the mortgage debt. Confronted with heavy tax bur-
dens, that payment seems about all he can pay under pres-
ent conditions, and is only about one half the annual return
proportionately received from France and Italy by our Gov-
ernment.

The bill before us, with its stock contribution, reaches 5
percent, with many hurdles for the farmer to jump before
he can get that slight reduction in interest rates.

With that picture before him the American farmer, over
50 percent of whose mortgages were in default last summer
in the Federal land bank at St. Paul, asks what consider-
ation does he get either in ability to pay or reduction of
interest rates compared with European debtors whom we
helped to win a war to save the world for democracies,
largely turned into dictatorships.

I have supported practically every effort of this adminis-
tration to bring us out of the slough of business despond.
Every economist admits that the buying power and pros-
perity of agriculture, our greatest industry, is needed before
any genuine permanent relief can be had. What then is the
prospect offered?

For many campaigns I have supported my party organiza-
tion and 11 of these have been in Congress. It has been a
precept with us that when the needs of the people were not
recognized or cared for by our party that it was the duty
of the official to act first for those he represented, irrespec-
tive of party policy.

Here we are confronted with an iron-clad rule by the
Democratic House majority which prevents any amendments
to the bill. We ask for interest rates recommended in the
Frazier bill. Our State legislature has memorialized Con-
gress to that same end. All the 435 Members of the House
are permitted to do is to talk and beat their heads against
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a wall. Possibly liftle more can be expected from the
Senate. What then will the farmers do? The responsi-
bility is with those who made campaign promises 6
months ago when looking for votes. To expect farmers to
quietly take their beating after receiving those promises
and ignoring memorials from 21 State legislatures is for
the Democratic majority of the House fo explain.

Bill HR. 4795 is this long-heralded measure fo refinance
agricultural indebtedness and at low rates of interests, as
was expected by the bill. Every Member of the House, I as-
sume, is anxious to give adequate aid to agriculture, if af-
forded a chance to vote on amendments that could be
offered but for the rule. Never before in all history has
agriculture been subject to so many disadvantages and dis-
astrous results as an industry. That relates also to the all-
important necessity of receiving cost of production, which
long ago has vanished from the picture, not due so much
to overproduction as to underconsumption now affecting
both domestic and world markets.

Agriculture also faces the highest taxes every imposed in its
history. State, county, town, gas, and other taxes present
a problem to every farmer under the most favorable circum-
stances, but practically 50 percent of the farmers of the
grain- and dairy-producing sections of the country are
facing mortgage indebtedness in addition to other financial
obligations.

These mortgages and taxation of the farmer’s property are
not based on equitable grounds, for he is required to pay
taxes on the entire farm property, although his equity after
deducting mortgage indebtedness may not reach 25 percent
of the value of the farm. This is not an unusual situation.
Unable to earn cost of production for his crops or to pay
taxes levied by a local assessor who visualizes everything
the farmer owns, the debtor faces interest rates upon his
debts, whether placed with Government agencies or at local
banks, that absolutely prohibit any hope of recovery.

Business disaster has come to a large portion of people in
every industry, but the farmer now finds his home and little
property accumulated to protect himself and family in later
years subject to complete loss through the situation that
confronts him.

This administration, overwhelmingly returned by the
people with both branches of Congress supporting the Presi-
dent, is able to grant needed relief. The bill before us, H.R.
4795, affords no adequate relief.

It provides for the refinancing of mortgages held by the
Federal land banks if the value of the farm land to be mort-
gaged equals 50 percent in excess of the amount to be re-
loaned. In addition 20 percent of the value of improvements
will be taken into consideration in fixing the total amount
to be loaned.

At present farm values in my State and practically every
other agricultural State, farm property could not be sold in
many cases in open market for the value of improvements
placed upon it. In other words, the reloaning value provided
in the bill fails to give adequate relief to the great majority
of farm borrowers.

The bill before us fixes an interest rate of 414 percent,
providing stock is purchased under the provisions of exist-
ing law, or an average inferest rate of about 5 percent.
While this is a slight reduction over existing interest rates,
it is far in excess of rates compared with what the Govern-
ment has fixed with other debtors in past years.

As stated, a 5-year moratorium to prevent foreclosures is
of benefit to those who can get by under present conditions.

Mr. Chairman, agriculture is faced with the problem of
“ ability to pay ” recognized by the French settlement, and
if agriculture is afforded a loan of $1,650,000,000 at 1.64
percent annual French interest rates, which is less in fact
than terms proposed by the Frazier Senate bill, then 6,000,-
000 farmers will at once face prosperity promised during
the last campaign. Every citizen connected with any in-
dustry must desire that farm aid in order to secure a part
of the prosperity sure to be reflected in business generally.

The principal amount loaned by the American Govern-
ment to European governments is not certain to be repaid,
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and settlements long ago arrived at by mutual agreement
are now urged for cancelation by great financial interests
of this country.

The average farmer is just as intelligent and with equal
understanding as the man found in Wall Street or in the
average legislative body. He may not have the same means
of expressing his needs, but never before in American his-
tory have hundreds of thousands of honest, law-abiding
farmers in this country engaged in opposing court decrees
for foreclosure proceedings and preventing their execution,
never before have thousands of these law-abiding farmers in
desperation destroyed their own farm products in order to
bring attention to their distress and force buyers to pay cost
of production. The allotment bill passed by the House, now
in the Senate, seeks to aid in returning cost of production,
but heavy farm debts are also a factor in every case.

The bill before us contains provisions which may be help-
ful to farmers not reduced to extremities, and one of these
provisions as stated is set forth in the 5-year period exemp-
tion during which inferest accumulations, though defaults,
cannot be prosecuted through foreclosure proceedings.
Other provisions of the bill are helpful to a limited number,
but with opportunity for granting adequate aid the bill
before us is disappointing and should be amended in either
the House or the Senate to meet the agricultural situation.
That can only be had with the aid of the overwhelming
Democratic majority in both branches of Congress.

The average American citizen will not be able to under-
stand that 435 Members of the House under a rule voted
by the majority are tied hand and foot without privilege to
offer any amendment to the bill as presented by the com-
mittee. It must be swallowed whole or rejected. One mo-
tion to recommit back to the committee alone is permitted.
It is significant that this long bill of 23 pages can only be
voted up or down by the House today. Significant I say,
because the figure “ 23 ” relates to the farm problem where
over 50 percent of mortgaged farms are in default subject
to foreclosure and sale.

I am in favor of the minority report, and am glad it was
my privilege and opportunity to have placed on the Agricul-
tural Committee my colleague, Mr. BorLeau, of Wisconsin,
who so ably presents in that minority report the inadequacy
of this bill. As he well says, he strove in committee to have
it liberalized so as to better meet agricultural needs. If sub-
ject to amendment, it would be vastly improved from the
farmers’ yviewpoint.

Members of the House who are glad to help even in a small
way to bring aid to the farmers will agree with the minority
statement that those signing that report desire the bill be
amended as recommended, but make no commitments with
regard to their final votes in the absence of such amend-
ments. In other words, rather than lose legislation helpful
to a limited number they will not vote against a bill that
fails to meet the necessities of the great majority.

In the Senate opportunity for proposed amendments will
be given through more liberal rules governing that body; and
the Frazier bill will be offered, I am advised, as an amend-
ment and given a fair test by those who understand the
problem now lying at the base of business recovery. If given
like opportunities in the House, the terms of the Frazier bill
or supporting that principle would in my judgment pass this
body. Instead of the two-million tax-free bond issue pro-
posed in the bill, I believe the House, if given opportunity by
amendment, would substitute an issuance of currency by the
Government similar to that advocated for payment of the
soldiers’ bonus, without additional bonds. A party majority
of nearly 200 Members has passed the House rule that
prevents any amendment. The Senate is free to act.

Personally, I am familiar with efforts of leading officials
of agricultural organizations throughout the country to
bring about adequate relief to agriculture. My own State
and my own district, ordinarily prosperous and outstanding
in its wonderful dairying industry, is suffering from the
general depression. It is not agriculture alone that asks for
relief, but whatever assistance can be granted to 6,000,000
farmers of this country together with approximately 30,000,-
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‘000 members of farmers’ families will by reason of increased
buying power give general relief to every other industry in
the country. If this bill is not amended as urged by the
minority report of the Agricultural Committee, then a new
measure should be introduced and passed at the earliest pos-
sible day. The President through his advisers has thus far
exercised large influence in passing helpful legislation.
Promises made to the farmers during the last campaign
should be kept. Those of the minorify can only point out
the failure of this bill to meet such promises in the manner
I have briefly indicated. Relief should be extended by this
Congress.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. BUCHANAN].

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Chairman, I shall vote for th.ts bill
because it is the best bill we could possibly get to refinance
farm mortgages under present conditions and circumstances.

Do not understand me to say it is the best bill that could
have been written, because there is nothing so good it can
not be improved.

If the $2,000,000,000 worth of bonds to be issued by the
Federal Land Bank, the interest being guaranteed by the
Government, can be sold for cash, then this bill will succeed
absolutely and unqgualifiedly, because it will give the ad-
ministration the cash with which to make a real composition
of farm-mortgage debts and bring them down within the
ability of the farmer to pay off his mortgage and retain his
farm and not lose the earnings of a lifetime during this
temporary but tragic depression.

Passing from this, I am specially interested and specially
enthusiastic about section 301 of this bill, with the amend-
ment that is going to be offered by the committee. Why am
I enthusiastic? Because this section absolutely procures the
cash money in the amount of $300,000,000 to refinance farm
mortgages, with a real composition of the principal and the
interest, or both. This $300,000,000, if properly adminis-
tered, will refinance $1,500,000,000 of farm mortgages. Let
us see how it will do this. Let me give you a simple illus-
tration:

Suppose a man has a mortgage on his farm of $10,000.
The security is not extra good because the value of farms
has gone down 81 percent since 1920 and 36 percent since
1928. The Government says to the mortgage holder, “ If you
will knock off $2,000 and reduce your interest rate from 6
percent to 4 percent, the Government will lend the farmer
$2,000 more as a credit on your reduced principal.”

Now, what will be the result? On the $10,000 mortgage,
as it now exists, bearing 6 percent interest, the farmer would
have to pay in interest alone over a period of 20 years
$12,000. Under the refinancing proposition provided by this
section, what will he have to pay? The interest charge for
a period of 20 years on the reduced mortgage of $6,000
would be $4,800 and the interest charge over a period of 20
years on the Government loan of $2,000, at 4 percent, would
be $1,600. Adding this together you have $5,600, which the
farmer has saved on his mortgage over a period of 20 years
under the refinancing composition plan.

What else does he save? He saves an amortization fee on
the reduced amount, which would be $400, and he saves
$2,000, which is the amount of the reduced principal, and
adding the $400 and the $2,000 and the $5,600, the farmer
secures a saving on the $10,000, under his present mortgage,
of $8,000.

Thus over a period of 20 years the farmer would have to
pay $12,000 interest on the mortgage as now outstanding,
while under the refinanced composition he would have to
pay only $4,000, all of which will more clearly appear from
the following figures and fact:

REFINANCING FARM MORTGAGES—FINANCIAL BENEFIT TO FARMER ON THE

BASIS OF A $10,000 MORTGAGE THROUGH REDUCTION OF PRINCIPAL AND
INTEREST

Refinance plan

(a) Mortgagee reduces principal from $10,000 to $8,000
and interest rate from 6 percent to 4 percent per annum.

(b) Government loans farmer $2,000 to make a further
reduction in principal from $8,000 to $6,000, charging the
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farmer 4 percent per annum on loan and taking a second
mortgage of $2,000.
(c) Farmer agrees to amortization payment at rate of
1 percent per annum to liguidate Government loan of $2,000
and reduced principal of $6,000.
Result
Interest charge over period of 20 years on present mortgage
of $10,000 at 6 percent per annum____
Interest charge over period of 20 years on reduced
mortgage of $6,000—(a) and (b)—at 4 percent

§12, 000

Ty e s Dy $4, 80O
Interest charge over period of 20 years on Govern-
ment loan of 2,000 at 4 percent per annum..... 1,600

6, 400

Saving to farmer in interest payments . _______ 5, 600
Plus saving on present amortization payments of 1 percent
on $2,000 by which present mortgage is to be reduced....
Plus saving in reduction of principal from $10,000 to

£8,000 2, 000
Total saving of farmer in principal, interest, and

amortization o 8, 000

Summary

On a refinanced mortgage of $10,000 upon the foregoing
premises the farmer would be saved $8,000. The mortgagee
will continue to carry private agricultural credit to the ex-
tent of $6,000, and the farm mortgage of $10,000 will have
been refinanced by the Government at a low rate of interest
with a loan of only $2,000. Thus $1,000,000,000 would re-
finance farm mortgages to the value of $5,000,000,000 and
reduce carrying charges on such mortgages through reduc-
tion of principal and interest more than 50 percent.

That the mortgagees will gladly agree to such composition

_has been abundantly established in various conferences dur-

ing the past 6 months. The farmers, through no fault of
their own, have suffered a tremendous loss; the mortgagees
are ready and willing to bear a part of that loss. This sec-
tion of this bill gives them a real opportunity to make a
real composition upon a fair basis with adequate consid-
eration. C
The principal facts on the farm-mortgage-debt situation
are as follows:
Principal facts on the jarm-mortigage-debt situation
TOTAL FARM-MORTGAGE DEBT

1928 e $9, 468, 526, 000
1930 - 9, 241, 390, 000
1933 (approximately) e 8, 500, 000, 000

HOLDERS OF FARM MORTGAGES IN 1828

Percent Amount
Insnrance companies_. 22.9 | $2, 164,000, 000
Federal ]Jand banks. __ 12,1 1, 146, 000, 000
Commercial banks_ ..o 10.8 1, 020, COD, 000
Mortgage companies._ . 10. 4 988, 000, 000
Joint-stock land banks 7.0 667, 000, 000
Retired farmers_ _ 10.8 1, 008, 000, 000
Active farmers. ___ 3.6 330, 000, 000
Other tnd:vidnak 15.4 1, 453, 000, 000
Other agencies. . 7.2 685, 000, 000
Total . 100.00 | 9,468, 000, 000
PERCENTAGE OF FARMS MORTGAGED JAN. 1, 1928

Percent

All farms 36.0
Full owner-operated farms 34.7
Part owner-operated farms 48. 5
Teriant-operated farms-.- - o Ui o loioino sl Tl 84.8

(The mortgage debt in 1933 rests upon somewhat more than 40
percent of all farms in the country.)

RATIO OF DEBT TO VALUE ON MORTGAGED FARMS ON JAN. 1, 1832

Mortgaged for less than 25 percent of their value . ________
Mortgaged for between 25 and 50 percent of their value_____ 37.9
Mortgaged for between 50 and 75 percent of their value..._. 21.0
Mortgaged for between 75 and 100 percent of their value.__. 7.7
Mortgaged for more than 100 percent of their value_.___._.__ 5.0

(Approximately 37 percent of the mortgaged farms were in-
debted for more than half of their value.)
INDEX OF FARM LAND VALUES

Percent
1912-1914 100
1920_ L s 170
1928 117
1930 = s 115
1932 el 89
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Principal facts on the farm-mortgage-debt situation—Contd.
DISTRIBUTION OF FARM-MORTGAGE DEBT, BY TENURE, JAN. 1, 1930

Percent Amount
On owner-operated farms ne 56.1 | $5,185, 399, 000
On tenant-operated farms__ ... . _ 30.7 3, 671, 677, 000
On farms operated by gors. = = 42 384, 314, 000
Total 9, 241, 390, 000

AVERAGE-SIZED LOAN OUTSTANDING JAN. 1, 1928, BY TENURE
All tenures__ et & = - 85, 206
Operated by owners__._____.__ 3,019
Operated by tenants___________ T3 7,780
el By T o e e e 13, 576
Average interest rate on farm-mortgage loans reported by census
in 1930 was 6.1 percent, including commission.

ANNUAL AMOUNT OF INTEREST ON FARM MORTGAGES

1028 P e e e P S G S el S A $563, 000, 000
4 A S L R Bl o el e L e R 540, 000, 000
112 WL D N T e T 520, 000, 000
FARM PROPERTY TAXES, momﬂmm ANNUALLY
Taxes on real
estate and g&rﬁﬁs
purso::;]yprop— only
A S g e I D NS W e $764, 000,000 | $616, 000, 00D
- R AR BN e TR R 777, 000, 000 625, 000, 000
[y Rl e A 1) e TR ) T e 629, 000, 000 508, 000, 000
GROSS INCOME FROM FARM PRODUCTION
hi e e L L $11, 741, 000, 000
B e e e W e e d L RN 9, 347, 000, 000
1932 e i s G 1o 5, 240, 000, 000

The decrease of the gross income from $11,741,000,000 in
1928 to only $5,240,000,000 in 19232 demonstrates the deplor-
able financial distress all farmers are now in, but the condi-
tion of the farmer who in addition to other burdens has a
mortgage on his farm is indeed tragic. We have extended
financial aid to banks, railroads, and other industrial cor-
porations. The farmer is more worthy and in greater need
than they are or were; therefore let us pass this bill without
further delay.

Mr. CLARKE of New York. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the distinguished gentleman from Minnesota
[Mr. EnvuTson].

Mr. ENUTSON. Mr. Chairman, after having heard the
remarks of the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. FLANNAGAN]
on yesterday, I regret more than ever that this House has
seen fit to tie our hands by the passage of the rule which
was adopted on Tuesday afternoon which prevents the offer-
ing of amendments to improve the measure.

There are a great many new Members in the House, and
if I may, I wish to go back some 16 years to the time of the
Sixty-fifth Congress, which went down in history as a rub-
ber-stamp Congress. Nearly all the legislation that was
brought in to the Sixty-fifth Congress came up from the
White House, was brought in on the floor of this body by
special rule, and you could not dot an “i” or cross a “t.”
The result was that in 1918 the complexion of the House
was completely changed to our advantage on this side of the
hall, because the people wanted a Congress that would show
some measure of independent thinking.

Mr. Chairman, I realize, as you all do, that this is a most
critical period, but, certainly, there is not a man within the
sound of my voice who will contend that we would have lost
any time by taking this bill up in the regular order.

A number of speakers who have made a close study of
this measure say it is not going to do the things that its
proponents claim for it, and yet they are going to vote for
it, because they hope there is a modicum of benefit for agri-
culture in some of its provisions.

I do not see how it is possible for the Committee on Agri-
culture to report out a measure containing the defects that
were pointed out to the House yesterday by the gentleman
from Virginia [Mr. FLannacan]l. That is a mystery to me
and, Mr. Chairman, judging by one or two of the talks that
have been made on the floor this afternoon, some of the
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gentlemen who voted for the rule on Tuesday are hearing
from home, because they are beginning to explain their
vote for the gag rule.

I do not believe the damage we did on Tuesday is irrepa-
rable, but I may say to you that if this is going to be the
established policy of the majority in this House throughout
the Seventy-third Congress, your present majority will melt
like snow under a July sun in the Seventy-fourth Congress,
and we again will secure control of the House. I am not
speaking as a partisan, but I do think that the situation is
such that we should pass the best possible legislation, and
I cannot call this the best possible, because too many mem-
bers of the Committee on Agriculture, as well as others,
have pointed out serious defects in this legislation, and yet
our hands are tied, and we are powerless to improve it.

‘We are unable to better it one iota.

Mr. KENNEY. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ENUTSON. I yield.

Mr. KENNEY. Have the farmers of your State suggested
relief by the municipalities?

Mr. KNUTSON. Yes; I have introduced a bill to permit
school districts to borrow money from the Reconstruction
Finance Corporation.

I probably shall vote for this bill, and I am going to do
so with reluctance, but I am going to vote for it on the
theory that it contains some helpful features. I regret ex-
ceedingly that you have made it impossible to improve the
bill as it should be. I am going to plead with you that you
make the rule that you adopted on Tuesday the last one you
will adopt in this Congress, unless it is a political measure
like the tariff. You cannot throw the tariff open to amend-
ment because that is a political question. This is not a
political question. You will find men on both sides of the
aisle voting for and against it. [Applause.]

I shall vote for the Boileau motion to recommit this bill
to the committee with instructions to substitute the so-
called “ Frazier bill ” for section 3 of the pending measure.
I consider the Frazier bill one of the most helpful measures
to agriculture now pending in either House of Congress.
Indeed, it is the only bill that I know of which promises
real relief to the American farmer.

Mr. CLARKE of New York. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 min-
utes to the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Lucel.

Mr. LUCE. Mr. Chairman, I shall address myself only to
section 5 of the bill, and shall so do for the purpose of ask-
ing the chairman of the committee to clarify the statement
he made when he explained the bill Tuesday.

This section increases the maximum size of the loans.
The chairman gave us to understand that this was for the
purpose of reaching conditions brought about by certain
loans in the joint-stock land banks. He said that there
were a few loans that were good and ought to be preserved,
or something of that sort.

What I wish to have him make a matter of record is
whether it is his thought that the new financial set-up will
make fresh loans between $25,000 and $50,000.

Mr. JONES. Such loans may be made, but must have
the approval of the Farm Loan Commissioner.

Mr. LUCE. I realize that, but I want to know if that is
to be his policy?

Mr. JONES. Of course, that will depend altogether on
the funds they have and the need for the loans. I take it
that loans of that character would be the exception. We
gave the authority, with the approval of the Farm Loan
Commissioner, and I take it that means that the policy will
not be to make those loans generally.

Mr. LUCE. I regret much that the chairman of the com-
mittee has put it in just that way. Members of another
committee who no longer have jurisdiction have considered
this proposal—

Mr, JONES. The reason for going as high as $50,000 is
it was thought that as the joint-stock land banks were
being liguidated, the privilege might be extended in excep-
tional instances.

Mr, LUCE. If that is the purpose of the gentleman, very
well; I have no objection to that; but to put it into the
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power of any man to increase the size of the loans generally
would be a calamity.

When the law was originally drafted, the limit was placed
at $4,000. In the Senate that was changed to $10,000. The
biggest mistake ever made by the committee that has been
handling the matter was to permit the extension to $25,000,
and the men in charge of the institution will so tell the
gentleman from Texas. The Farm Loan System was con-
ceived as an instrumentality for helping the small farmer.
I protest against putting it within the reach of the gentle-
man farmer or the industrial farmer, the man who has large
capital invested. I protest for the reason that $50,000 lent
to one man takes money which might have provided ten
$5,000 loans to men who need them for livelihood. [Ap-
plause.]

I have a great regard for my friend from Texas, and I ask
him to consider his own connection with this bill. I should
regret if the country came to characterize this measure as
“ Jones’ $50,000 bill.” I hope, for his own sake, that he
will not expose himself to the criticism of the small farmers
of the country, the great mass of the farmers of the coun-
try, when, through all these years, the Committee on Bank-
ing and Currency, or, at any rate, some of its members, have
tried to prevent this very thing.

Mr. JONES. The thought was presented in reference to
certain ranches and special cases that it is necessary to
have refinancing, otherwise those farms might be broken
up and put into increased production.

Mr. LUCE. They are not the farms of which we usu-
ally think as such. They are businesses, and you are re-
financing the well-to-do man who ought not to have to
resort to this particular type of refinancing.

Mr. JONES. But this is to be the exception, not the
rule.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts has expired.

Mr. CLARKE of New York. Mr. Chairman, I yield the
gentleman 2 minutes more.

Mr. LUCE. Mr. Chairman, I shall take part of these
2 minutes to emphasize the fact that it was needless to
phrase the provision in this way in order to meet the
exigency of joint-stock bank mortgages. You do not know
who is going.to be your next administrator, Perhaps you
may rely upon the present one, but you expose him to the
pressure of the wealthy farmers of the country, and you
expose his successors to that pressure, and the first thing
you know you will find yourself in a worse position than
you are in today through having extended the maximum
to $25,000. I reiterate, the biggest mistake the Committee
on Banking and Currency ever made was to extend it to
$25,000, and it was done over the protest of a number of
members of that committee, of whom I was one. I have
had the safety and the success of this institution very
much at heart, and it has interested me more than any
other matter coming before the Banking and Currency
Committee. I have hoped to see here applied successfully
the cooperative idea. Because I have done everything I
could to foster this enterprise, I deplore now endangering
it as is proposed by this amendment. [Applause.]

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I shall take a moment in my
own right. This is a bill for refinancing farm mortgages.
It is hoped that some of these mortgages of all character
may be refinanced. Some of them are outstanding, in bad
shape, and in the larger field it may be necessary in excep-
tional cases to refinance the larger mortgage, as the joint-
stock land banks are being liquidated. If those larger farms
are forced on the market and denied the privilege of refi-
nancing, in exceptional cases, which the Farm Loan Commis-
sioner himself must personally approve, they may be forced
into liquidation and be cut up and divided and at a time
when we have all of the production that we need along those
lines. I am very glad to have the gentleman’s suggestion,
and when the bill is in conference I shall call his suggestion
to the attention of the conferees.

Mr. CLARKE of New York. Mr, Chairman, I yield 5 min-
utes to the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. DowgLLl.
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Mr. DOWELL. Mr. Chairman, we have before us one
of the most important bills that has been before this Con-
gress, and I am pleased to know that the chairman of the
committee now says if we have any suggestions to make
they will be glad to consider them in conference. It is a
strange situation in the consideration of this important
measure, that we should be invited by the chairman of
the committee to make our suggestions, with the assur-
ance that they may be considered by the conference com-
mittee. We are going through the form of considering
this legislation and yet from the very outset, through the
adoption of a rule by the majority side, we are not permit-
ted to even make the change of a single word in the
entire bill for its improvement.

No business or enterprise can long survive unless its
products can be put upon the market at a price that will
pay the cost of production, and that is just as true of the
farm as it is true of the factory. It is because the farmers
of the country have been unable to sell their products at a
reasonable price that we are called upon today to refinance
them.

I call attention now to the rate of interest we are pro-
posing to charge in refinancing them. This interest rate
of 415 percent is entirely too high. It ought to be reduced,
and in my judgment it would be reduced if the rule I have
referred to had not been adopted and the bill had been leff
open to amendments on the floor of the House. I think
there is no question about that. It occurs to me that those
of you who are interested in the farmers of the country
should have acted when the question came upon the rule
and should have amended the rule permitting an oppor-
tunity to offer proper amendments to a bill which affects
every farmer in the United States.

Just a short time ago Congress provided for loans to other
institutions at a small rate of interest. There is no reason
in the world why the farmers of the country should not be
treated just as well as anyone else. There is no reason in
the world why we should not refinance the farmers of the
United States as cheaply as we can refinance anybody else
in the United States. [Applause.] If you will give to the
farmer a price for his product so that he can receive a
reasonable sum for what he raises on the farm, if you will
give to him a reasonable rate of interest on his refinancing—
and his securities are better than any other security in the
world—you will be placing him in a position where he can
reestablish himself and do much to aid in restoring the
country to normal conditions. To me it seems almost mock-
ery to go through the consideration of this important bill
with our hands tied, not permitted to offer a single amend-
ment to the bill. I protested when this rule was before the
House, and I protest now, that we should have an oppor-
tunity to place in this bill proper amendments.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Iowa
[Mr. DoweLL] has expired.

Mr. CLARKE of New York. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. DoweLL] 2 additional minutes.

Mr. DOWELL. If this bill had been open for amendment
I believe it would have been greatly improved and a bill
passed which would have been a great improvement over the
bill that was introduced at the beginning of the debate.

The situation of the farmer is critical and the need of
this legislation is great, and I am hoping that much good
can come out of this, but it seems to me that for this great
body to go through 3 days of consideration of this bill with-
out the slightest opportunity of doing anything except make
suggestions, which the chairman of the committee has fin-
ally said he would give consideration to when he came to
the final consideration of the bill in the conference eommit-
tee is a waste of time.

We should have the right to offer amendments or make
whatever suggestions we wish to make if we can improve
this legislation, which is so important to the farmers of the
United States. I am hoping before this bill is completed
that the Agriculture Committee may suggest amendments on
the floor, that we may have an opportunity to reduce the
interest charge, to give the farmer the opportunity to sell
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his produects at a reasonable price and place him on an equal
footing with other business and industry. [Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Iowa
[Mr. DoweLL] has again expired.

Mr. McGUGIN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CLARKE of New York. I yield the gentleman from
Towa [Mr. DoweLL] 1 additional minute in order to answer
the gentleman from Kansas.

Mr. McGUGIN. In this connéction, just to keep the
Recorp straight, would the gentleman from Iowa [Mr.
DoweLL] mind adding to his remarks that every Republican
Member voted against this rule which made it utterly im-
possible to amend this bill, and every vote cast for the rule
which makes it impossible to amend the bill came from the
Democratic side of the House?

Mr. DOWELL. And may I suggest that when it comes to
legislating for the farmer, politics has no place. What we
ought to do is to do something in his interest and not upon
any lines except purely in the interest of the farmers of the
United States.

Mr. McGUGIN. Will the gentleman yield further?

Mr. DOWELL. I yield.

Mr. McGUGIN. In that connection, politics should not
have dictated this rule vote, as it did the other day, should it?

Mr. DOWELL. It should not.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Iowa
has again expired.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Washington [Mr. ENnuTE HILL].

Mr. KENUTE HILL. Mr. Chairman and fellow members, I
am going to vote for this bill. It is not exactly what the
farmers of this country want, but I am not going to excuse
myself by finding flaws and that is why I shall support it.

I call your attention especially to title IV, section 401, lines
17 to 20. Under that language a great many of the people in
my district who are farmers will get relief. Take, for in-
stance, the fruit growers of the Tieton project, who have
spent their time, their money, their all, for the past 20 years
in planting orchards and building fine homes. During the
past decade progressive deflation has been their lot, and the
prices of their products in the past few years have been in-
sufficient to pay even the running expenses on their farms.
They have exhausted their reserve funds. They have bor-
rowed to the limit, and years of water charges and taxes
have pyramided their indebtedness beyond endurance.
Hundreds of them will be compelled to leave their homes and
lose their all unless they get immediate relief. Without
water their orchards, many of them 10 and 15 years old, will
dry up. A source of income to themselves and wealth to
the State in normal times will be destroyed completely.
They are not to blame. They are hard-working, efficient
farmers who under normal conditions are independent and
self-supporting.

Throughout the agricultural counties of my State, over
50 percent of the taxes are delinquent, reaching 70 percent
in 1 or 2 of the counties.

This bill will not give entire relief. It is a temporary
measure. We hope for and expect more permanent relief.
For the present, longer terms of credit and lower rates of
interest are necessary. But what the farmers eventually
demand is a stable and profitable price for their products
sufficient to cover all the costs of production, including taxes
and interest on money invested. They do not want more
credit but an opportunity to pay off their indebtedness and
have enough left over to enjoy the blessings of this wonder-
ful, modern, machine age, and to keep them in comfort and
happiness in their old age.

Government statistics in 1929 disclosed the fact that 504
men in the United States received a net income equal to
the gross income of all the cotton and wheat farmers in the
United States, approximately 2,300,000 farmers. Let us
abolish tax exemption on all securities and enact substan-
tial income, inheritance, and gift taxes. Let us inflate the
currency so as to bring back the pre-war purchasing power
of the farmer’s dollar. Let us adjust the inequitable tariff
barriers which have destroyed the fruit and vegetable mar-
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kets of such sections as the Yakima Valley and Walla Walla.
This can be done by friendly conferences with other nations
as the President is proposing.

With an equitable distribution of the profits of produc-
tion and an adjustment of the monetary and tariff systems
throughout the world, thus restoring the $8,000,000,000 inter-
national trade we have lost in the past 5 years, the farmers
will come into their own and secure their share of the good
things in this land of boundless wealth and natural resources.
They demand nothing more and will be satisfied with
nothing less.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Wash-
ington [Mr. EnuTE H1ir] has expired.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. Hartl.

Mr. HART. Mr. Chairman, I will vote for this bill, not
because it is going to solve the refinancing problem of the
farmer but because it is going to give him a breathing spell.
I know, as an experienced farmer, that I cannot earn the
interest rate provided in this bill; but if the refinancing is
carried out, the farmer will have at least a year or a year
and a half, in which time he may be able to get some better
legislation. I shall therefore vote for the hill.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr., JONES. Mr. Chairman, I have no criticism fo make
of any Member of the House. In the days when I was a
little more fiery I sometimes possibly impugned the motives
of some Members, but I find every Member of the House,
that I have come to know, is honestly and earnestly doing
the best he can. Some of them are reared in a different
atmosphere from others; some have a different viewpoint,
but all are working largely to the same goal.

Mr. Chairman, regardless of the criticisms and groanings,
this measure has a number of features that, in my judg-
ment, will prove of real benefit. It will reduce all the mort-
gages in the United States, that come within its terms, from
the present interest rates, ranging as high as 8 percent,
averaging 6.1 percent down to not to exceed 415 and maybe
lower. The average length of time the farm mortgages of
America run today is 5 years, that is, if the Federal land
bank and joint-stock land bank mortgages are not included.
All of the principal and interest of the average farm mort-
gage in America must be paid within 5 years, and that rate
of interest averages 6.1 percent. :

The document prepared by the Department of Agriculture .
and which is available to all the Members has this infor-
mation as well as much other valuable data. In other words,
the mortgages of the insurance companies, mortgage com-
panies, and individuals have an average payment period of
only 5 years. The long-term payments provided in the
Federal land banks and joint-stock land banks bring this
average for the total up to 8 years. The pending measure
permits these mortgages to be refinanced over a period of
not to exceed 40 years. If it works ouf as it is planned, it
will mean a saving of interest rates to the American farmer
of not merely millions but probably $2,000,000,000 when
spread over the entire time that the mortgages will run.

I have great hopes of beneficial effects from the operations
under title 3, which provides $300,000,000 for the purpose of
financing through either first or second mortgages.

One feature of this title refers to personal or outside obli-
gations. With this I will not deal at this time.

I am more interested in the feature of this title which was
outlined to you by my colleague Mr. BucHANAN, of Texas. To
illustrate: Suppose there were a $5,000 mortgage against a
farm, this mortgage being excessive. The representative of
the Commissioner would say to the mortgage holder, “If
you will reduce the face of the mortgage $1,000, the Govern-
ment will then pay you an additional $1,000 in cash, reduc-
ing your first mortgage to $3,000, on condition that you ex-
tend the $3,000 first mortgage and carry it yourself over a
long period of years at 4 percent interest or 312 percent
interest. The Government will then take a $1,000 second
mortgage.”

The result would then be as follows: The farmer, instead
of having a $5,000 mortgage against his farm with delinquent
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payments and heavy payments coming on, would owe a
$3,000 first mortgage at, say, 3% percent, and a $1,000
second mortgage at 5 percent, both spread over a long period
of years. The mortgage company, instead of a $5,000 doubt-
ful mortgage, would have a good $3,000 mortgage with a low
interest rate it is true, but with $1,000 in cash. These are
arbitrary figures used for the purpose of illustration. The
Government might be able, with a smaller cash payment
and a smaller second mortgage, to induce such a scale down
and thus operate in the interest of all parties. Three hun-
dred million dollars used in this fashion would thus refinance
several times that amount in mortgages.

During the discussion criticism has been leveled as to the
rate of interest provided in the other terms of this bill. I
wish the rates might be made lower. To do so, however,
would prubably mean the Government’s actually refinancing
most of the mortgages in America. This would not trouble
me, as I believe that mortgages could be refinanced this way
at a low rate of interest without any appreciable loss to the
Government. This, however, is an individual opinion.

I have heretofore introduced a bill which would have ac-
complished this purpose. A great many other bills have
been introduced. That is just the point. None of them has
been passed.

During the last few years we have all known of the neces-
sity of refinancing farm mortgages. While we have talked,
nothing has been done. In spite of all these bills, in spite
of all the conversation, the farmers are still paying an aver-
age interest rate of 6¢; percent on mortgage loans, The
average length of time farm mortgages run in America is
5 years. Thus the farmers of America are burdened with a
debt that bears an average of 6y percent interest, and
the average mortgage is wholly due, prinecipal and interest,
within a period of 5 years. If these interest rates could be
reduced to an average of not more than 4% percent, with a
possibility of their being less and refinanced over a long
period of years, do you not think it would have a vast bene-
ficial effect? I believe it would.

This is an administration measure. The administration
is willing to do something. It is willing to take action.
This measure has been carefully worked out—as carefully
as any measure of this kind may well be fashioned. Here
is a chance to secure action on a measure instead of con-
tinued talk.

We have heard talk about the Frazier bill. There are
other bills of a similar nature; some of them go further
than the Frazier bill; some of them are not quite so liberal.
Many of them have been pending for a long period of time,
but this is the bill that is before us. This is the bill on
which there is a chance for action. In voting for this
measure you are not voting against the Frazier bill; you
are not voting against the Busby bill; you are not voting
against the Cross bill or any other bill that may be pend-
ing or that may be offered. You are voting for this bill.

Any kind of a motion to recommit would probably mean
further delay. You may favor a currency measure. Many
Members of the House do favor such a measure; but if you
undertake to complicate this measure with an admixture
of other things, you are apt to reach the result of getting
neither,

I believe some of these other measures should be adopted.
I believe there should be an adjustment of the currency in
such a way that it will be a true measure of value at all
times. I believe this thoroughly. I believe that such a
measure should be thoroughly thought out and wrought out.
I do not believe we should go at such a measure blindly.
When such a measure is presenfed, I want someone who
has studied the question thoroughly to have a part in its
preparation,

I am not interested in making it appear that I have done
something. I want results, If it is necessary to operate on
the almost lifeless form of American agriculture, I want
the surgeon who wields the knife to be one who wishes the
patient to live. I want him to be an expert. When we go
into the delicate machinery of the issue of cwrrency, which
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I want done, I want it done intelligently; I want it done
effectively. .

It is possible that the whole Federal Reserve System
needs revamping. Our experience of the last few years
should teach us something. The manipulations of a few
financial racketeers like Mitchell and others should be
guarded against in the new set-up. I want these men who
have been perverting the financial system of America forced
into the background. In the darkness of oblivion I want to
hear the swish of their vanishing wings.

But this is not an easy matter. You cannot wish such a
condition into being. Those who would take advantage of
the finances of America are men of keen intelligence. If
we are to take away from them the control of the finances
of our country, if we are to wrest our Government from the
group that has had too much control, we must match intelli-
gence with intelligence. We must use the greatest care that
it is possible for us to use. We must make it certain, insofar
as it is humanly possible, that the same result cannot be
brought about again and that the real interest of all Ameri-
cans, including farmers, shall be protected.

I was not particularly interested in the handling of this
bill. Being an administration measure in these days of
emergency, it was set to pass. I made the open proposition
to the chairman and others on the Committee on Banking
and Currency that my committee would make no contention
for this bill, provided that they would agree that the Com-
mittee on Agriculture would hereafter handle legislation
affecting the new farm-credit administration. I was inter-
ested in the long-run problem—in the future of agriculture,
in farm interest rates for the future. This is not the only
measure in the long-range program which may inure to the
benefit of American agriculture, and it is in the program-
ranging over the years that I am interested. Agriculture
must be financed on the soundest basis possible over a long
period of years. I have dreamed that such a program might
be worked out so that the shackles might be broken from
the farms and ranches of our land.

I want to see freight rates come down. I want to see
trade barriers adjusted in the interest of markets. I want
fo see the discriminations against dgriculture in our eco-
nomic set-up removed. I want to see agriculture put on the
same dead level of equality with other institutions and other
commercial activities.

I am interested primarily in American agriculture. Prac-
tically all my people, as far back as I know anything
about them, in Tennessee, in Virginia, and in South Caro-
lina, have been tillers of the soil. Poor? Yes; poor as the
rocks to which they clung and to which they sometimes felt
themselves almost akin; yet, so far as I know anything
about them, they have always been free in their actions and
in their operations.

In the long range I do not want to increase credit, but to
get as low a rate of inferest as possible and finally endeavor
to work the American farmer free from debt instead of
increasing his debt. [Applause.] 'This is the hope I have,
not the increasing of his debt but insofar as possible freeing
him from debt. The operations of this bill will not increase
his debt; it will reduce his interest rate. It will give him a
longer time in which to make it possible for him to pay his
debts and furnish him a method of financing that is far
better than that under which he is now laboring.

In spite of the criticism, the threats, and the dire predic-
tions, I believe in the United States Government, her his-
tory, her institutions, and her people. Knowing the glory
of her past, I have implicit faith in her future.

This is but one of a series of steps that are being planned.
I hope it will not be necessary to present rules like this in
the future, In my 16 years of service this is the second time
I have ever presented a measure which did not provide for
freedom of amendment on the part of any Member of the
House. I would not have presented it this time but for the
great emergency and but for the desire for early action.
After years of floundering, after years of confention, after
many mistakes, after much discussion, we have reached the
time for action.
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We have at the other end of the Avenue a President.
He is a Roosevelt and has the Roosevelt spirit. Many people
are impatient because they do not get done just what they
want done; but, let me remind you that he has been Presi-
dent only 6 weeks. I believe he has inspired more confidence
and restored hope to a greater degree in the American people
in a brief period than any other man I have ever known.
I hope his future actions may justify a continuance of this
confidence. He cannot do all the needful things all at one
time. He has many important questions crowding for atten-
tion. He has the currency question, which is the most im-
portant of all questions and the one on which the success of
all others depends. He has the foreign affairs question, the
farm mortgage question, the home mortgage question, and
an infinite variety of other problems. In the early hours of
the morning, through the day, and far into the night he has
been working, toiling, struggling to solve these tremendous
problems and bring about better conditions in America.

We are giving him broad powers. I have faith in him. I
know that he is trying. Insofar as it is possible, I want him
to have an unhindered opportunity to carry out a program
of reconstruction. He should have an opportunity by trial
and error and otherwise to determine just what, in each in-
stance, is the best course to pursue.

Let us not break the circle. Let us not hinder the pro-
gram by a process of sniping. For years we have been grop-
ing around talking about various bills. He has started out
to do something. Let us give him an opportunity to do it.
If he goes too far, the Congress has at any time the power
to checkmate him. It has the jurisdiction to withdraw any
authority. It has the power to stop the program at any
time it may go awry.

I have just been furnished by the Reconstruction Finance
Corporation the rates now charged in making their loans.
They are charging the banks 5 percent, the insurance com-
panies 5 percent, the mortgage companies 5 percent, and the
railroads 51 percent. Thus all this talk about reducing
the rate of interest in line with the rates of interest
charged others is not well considered.

This measure provides an interest rate not to exceed 414
percent. I hope it may be possible to apply a lesser rate.
The measure provides a lesser rate shall be stipulated where it
is possible to doso. One feature of the bill to which I referred
a moment ago makes it possible to secure a much smaller
rate in many instances. Let us be fair in our comparisons.

Mr. Chairman, in order to make sure that these $300,000,-
000, or any part of it as provided in title 3, may be used
for longer range financing of farm indebtedness, the com-
mittee has agreed upon an amendment which I now offer.

The CHAIRMAN. All time having expired, the gentle-
man from Texas is recognized to present a committee
amendment, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendment offered by Mr. JonEs: On page 18, line 2,
after the word “ years ", insert a comma and the following: “ Or,
in the case of a first or second secured wholly by real
property and made for the purpose of reducing and refinancing an
existing mortgage within an agreed period no greater than that
for which loans may be made under the Federal Farm Loan Act as
amended.”

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I ask for a vote. A

Mr. DOWELL, Mr, Chairman, we should like very much
to have some explanation of the amendment.

Mr. JONES. I will make this explanation: Under title 3
of the bill provision is made whereby $300,000,000 may be
available for first or second mortgages. This applies to dif-
ferent kinds of indebtedness, but one of the main purposes
is to enable them to make trades with the mortgagees to
reduce the prineipal and interest. In some cases these indi-
viduals or mortgage companies may need a little cash and
would be willing to have their first mortgage reduced, both
principal and interest, and spread the balance of the loan
over a longer period of years. This amendment enables the
administrator to make the second loan for a longer period
than 10 years on the land mortgages of this character.

Mr. DOWELL. Would such loans be made at the same
rate of interest?
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Mr. JONES. No; the second liens will bear 5 percent
interest.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Texas.

The amendment was agreed to. :

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule the Committee auto-
matically rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and the Speaker having
resumed the chair, Mr. ArnoLp, Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that
that Committee, having had under consideration the bill
(H.R. 4795) to provide emergency relief with respect to agri-
cultural indebtedness, to refinance farm mortgages at lower
rates of interest, to amend and supplement the Federal Farm
Loan Act, to provide for the orderly ligquidation of joint-stock
land banks, and for other purposes, pursuant to the reso-
lution (H.Res. 103), he reported the bill back to the House
with an amendment adopted by the Committee.

The SPEAKER. Under the rule the previous question is
ordered.

The question is on agreeing to the amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time,
and was read the third time.

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Speaker, I offer a motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman opposed to the bill?

Mr. BOILEAU. I am.

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman a member of the Com-
mittee on Agriculture?

Mr, BOILEAU. I am.

Mr. JONES. Does the gentleman care to have the motion
read?

Mr. BOILEAU. If I may have half a moment to explain
wh?it I have offered, I shall not insist upon the reading of the
motion.

Mr. JONES. It is what has been referred to here as the
Frazier bill, is it not?

Mr, BOILEAU. It is the Frazier bill providing for refi-
nancing at 1% percent interest and provides for a bond issue,
and so forth.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the motion may be printed in the Recorp and considered as
read.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

The motion is as follows:

Mr. BoiLEAU moves to recommit the bill to the Committee on
Agriculture, with instructions to that committee to report it back

to the House forthwith with the following amendment:
“ Btrike out all after the enacting clause and insert the follow-

“*That this act shall be known by the title “The Farmers'
Farm Relief Act.”

**8ec. 2. That the Government now perform its solemn promise
and duty and place American agriculture on a basis of equality
with other industries by providing an adequate system of credit,
through which farm indebtedness and farm mortgages now exist-
ing may be liquidated and refinanced, through real-estate mort-
gages on the amortization plan, at 1}% percent interest and 114
percent principal per annum, and through mortgages on livestock
used for breeding or agricultural purposes at 3 percent interest
per annum through the use of the machinery of the Federal farm-
loan system and the Federal Reserve Banking System,

“*8ec. 8. The Farm Loan Commissioner is hereby authorized
and directed to liquidate, refinance, and take up farm mortgages
and other farm indebtedness, existing at the date of enactment
of this act, by making real-estate loans, secured by first mortgages
on farms, to an amount equal to the fair value of such farms and
50 percent of the value of insurable buildings and improvements
thereon, through the use of the machinery of the Federal land
banks and national farm-loan associations, and to make all neces-
sary rules and regulations for the carrying out of the purposes of
this act with expedition. In case such farm mortgages and other
farm indebtedness to be liquidated and refinanced exceeds the
fair value of any farm and 50 percent of the value of insurable
buildings and improvements thereon, then such farm mortgages
and indebtedness shall be scaled down in accordance with the
provisions of the act entitled “An act to establish a uniform
system of bankruptcy throughout the United States”, approved
July 1, 1898, and acts amendatory thereof and supplementary
thereto. Such loans shall be made at a rate of 11, percent
interest and 1% percent principal per annum, payable in any
lawful money of the United States.
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“*‘Sgc. 4. The Farm Loan Commissioner is further authorized
and directed to liquidate, refinance, and take up chattel mort-
gages and other farm indebtedness, existing at the date of enact-
ment of this act, by making loans at the rate of 3 percent interest
per annum, secured by first mortgages on livestock used for
breeding or agricultural purposes, to an amount equal to 65 per-
cent of the fair market value thereof, such loans to run for a
period of 1 year, with right of renewal from year to year for a
term of 10 years: Provided, That any depreciation in the value
of such livestock is replaced by additional livestock used for
breeding or agricultural purposes and the amount of the loan is
reduced 10 percent each year.

“‘8gc. 5. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated, out
of any money not otherwise appropriated, $100,000 for the use
of the Farm Loan Commissioner to carry out the provisions of
this act. The necessary and actual expenses incurred in carrying
out the provisions of this act shall be apportioned and prorated
and added to each individual mortgage, and such sums so added
shall be paid to the Farm Loan Commissioner for administrative

purposes.

“‘Spc. 6. The funds with which to liquidate and refinance
existing farm mortgages and other farm indebfedness shall be
provided by the issuing of farm-loan bonds by the Federal farm
loan system, through the Farm Loan Commissioner and Federal
land banks, as now provided by law, which bonds shall bear inter-
est at the rate of 114 percent per annum, if secured by mortgages
on farms, and 3 percent per annum if secured by chattel mort-
gages on livestock used for breeding or agricultural purposes,
These bonds, after delivery to the Farm Loan Commissioner, may
by him be sold at par to any individual or corporation, or to
any State, National, or Federal Reserve bank, or to the Treasurer
of the United States. And it shall be the duty of the Federal
Reserve banks to invest their available surplus and net profits,
after the dividends are paid to their stockholders, in such farm-
loan bonds, such profits to include the franchise tax now paid
to the United States.

“*Sgc. 7. In case all of sald farm-loan bonds are not readily
purchased, then the Farm Loan Commissioner shall present the
remainder to the Federal Reserve Board, and the Board shall
forthwith cause to be issued and delivered to the Farm Loan
Commissioner Federal Reserve notes to an amount equal to the par
value of such bonds as are presented to it, such farm-loan bonds
to be held by the Federal Reserve Board as security in lieu of any
other security or reserve.

“*Sgc. 8. The Farm Loan Commissioner and the Federal Land
banks shall turn over all payments of interest and principal on
such farm-loan bonds, for which the Federal Reserve Board issues
Federal Reserve notes, to the Treasurer of the United States, and
shall be by him kept for the purpose of redeeming said Federal
Reserve notes and reinvested by him as a sinking fund in mu-
nicipal or State bonds and bearing interest at the rate of at
least 2 percent per annum, both principal and interest to be paid
in any lawful money of the United States.

“‘Sec. 9. Whenever the amount of money actually in circula-
tion in the United States shall exceed $75 per capita, then the
Treasurer of the United States, by and with the approval of the
Federal Reserve Board and the President of the United States,
may retire Federal Reserve notes in an amount equal to the prin-
cipal paid on farm-loan bonds, for which Federal Reserve notes
were issued, not to exceed 2 percent in any 1 year, of the amount
of Federal Reserve notes so issued.

“*8gc. 10. There is hereby created a Board of Agriculture con-
sisting of one member from each State, elected by the farmers of
such State, who shall be elected by delegates selected by a mass
convention of farmers in each county or parish within the United
Btates, who are indebted and declare it to be their intention to
take advantage of this act, such county or parish conventlon to
be its own judge as to who are bona fide farmers and otherwise
eligible to participate in its proceedings.

“*8Sec, 11. The Farm Loan Commissioner is hereby authorized
and directed to give public notice, through the Federal land
banks, to the farmers of each county or parish of the time and
place of holding the first county or parish convention, which shall
be held at the seat of government of each county or parish; and
it shall at the same time give notice of the first convention of
the State delegates, to be held at the State capital of each State,
notice of such convention to be given within 60 days after the
enactment of this act.

“*Bec. 12. The farmers attending such county or parish con-
vention and the State delegates attending such State convention
shall organize and make such rules and regulations for their pro-
cedure as they deem necessary or convenient, and shall elect a
president and a secretary and make arrangements for such other
and future conventions as they may deem necessary to carry out
the purposes of this act, and they shall at all times cooperate
and assist the Board of Agriculture, the Farm Loan Commissioner,
the Federal land banks, the national farm-loan associations to
liquidate and refinance farm mortgages and farm indebtedness.

“!‘8ec. 13. The State delegates so elected shall meet at the
Btate capitals of thelr respective States and elect a member of the
Board of Agriculture, who shall hold his office from the date of
such election and for a period of 2 years from January 20 follow-
ing, and who shall receive $15 per diem and necessary traveling
expenses while on official business, to be paid by the Farm Loan
Commissioner out of any funds set apart by section 5 of this act.

**Bec. 14. Immedlately after their election the members of the
Board of Agriculture, upon call of the Farm Loan Commissioner,

(]
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shall meet at Washington, in the District of Columbia, and organ-
ize by electing a chairman and a secretary, and they shall make
such rules and regulations as they deem necessary and expedient
to carry out the purposes of this act. They shall elect an execu-
tive committee of three, none of whom shall be members of the
Board of Agriculture, who shall hold their office at the will of
sald Board, and who shall receive a salary of $7,500 per annum,
and 5 cents per mile for necessary traveling expenses while on
official business, to be pald by the Farm Loan Commissioner out of
any funds set apart by section 5 of this act.

“*8ro. 15. The members of the Board of Agriculture shall keep
in touch with and report to the executive committee the progress
of liquidating and refinancing farm mortgages and farm indebt-
edness in their respective States. They shall cooperate with
county or parish and State governments, and with all farm and
cooperative organizations within their respective States, to speedily
bring about the liquidation and refinancing of farm mortgages
and farm indebtedness.

“*8ec. 16, The executive commitiee of the Board of Agriculture
shall advise with and supervise the work of liquidating and re-
financing farm m and farm indebtedness by the Farm
Loan Commissioner and the Federal Reserve Board, and they shall
cooperate with sald boards and with county or parish and State
governments and with the various farm organizations, and with
the agricultural colleges of the Nation, In order to bring about a
just and speedy liquidation and refinancing of farm mortgages and
farm indebtedness. They shall report any member of the farm-
loan system or the Federal Reserve Board who neglects, hinders,
or delays the carrying out of the provisions of this act to the
President of the United States, and it shall be the duty of the
President, upon cause shown, to remove any such officer and to
appoint some other suifable person in his place with the advice
and consent of the Benate,

“‘Sec. 17. The benefits of this act shall also extend to any
farmer, or member of his family, who lost his farm through in-
debtness or mortgage foreclosure since 1919, and who desires to
purchase the farm lost or another farm. It shall also extend to
any tenant, or member of his family, who desires to purchase a
farm, provided he has lived on and operated a farm as a tenant
for at least 3 years prior to the enactment of this act.

“*8ec. 18. The executive committee of the Board of Agriculture
shall have power in case of crop failures, and in other meritorious
cases, to extend the time payments due on loans made under this
act from time to time for a period not exceeding 3 years, pro-
vided the mortgagor keeps up the payments of all taxes on the
mortgaged property.

“*8Eec. 19. This act shall be liberally construed, and no techni-
calities or limitations shall be imposed or permitted to interfere
with the speedy carrying out of its purposes; and the provisions
of the Federal farm-loan system and the Federal Reserve banking
system shall apply as far as applicable in the carrying out of the
provisions of this act; and all laws or parts of laws in conflict
herewith are for the purpose of this act repealed. The persons
charged with the duty of carrying out the provisions of this act
are authorized and directed to do all things necessary or conven-
fent to accomplish its purposes with expedition.’”

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I regret exceedingly that my
obligation requires me to make a point of order against this
amendment on the ground it is not germane.

The SPEAKER. The Chair will hear the gentleman.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, in my judgment there can be
no question that this motion is not germane to the measure
before the House. True, they both provide for refinancing
of farm mortgages, but the Chair, of course, is familiar with
the rule that in order to be germane all features of an
amendment must be germane.

If the Chair will turn to sections 7, 8, and 9 of the pend-
ing motion, he will find that it provides for an issue of cur-
rency, a limitation on such issue, and control of the amount
of money that may be effected by this issue.

The pending bill provides for loans for the joint-stock
land banks with interest guaranteed by the Government,
for the sale of them, and raising money in the regular way.

It does not provide for any issue of currency nor for the
expansion of currency. It does not provide for any of those
features.

I call attention to two or three instances with which I
am familiar. I have before me a bill offered by the present
occupant of the chair back in 1924, when the original
McNary-Haugen bill was before the House—both of them
farm bills, .

The Speaker, in my judgment, offered a bill better than
the then pending bill. He presented it as a substitute, and
it followed the lines of the pending bill on the question of
raising prices of farm products and the question of organi-
zation, but it finally departed on the question of using ex-
port and import certificates as a method of handling the
surplus rather than the equalization fee.
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The Chair ruled that it was not germane to the pending
bill. The Chair said:

The amendment offered by the gentleman from Illinois as a sub-
stitute for the entire bill is more nearly germane than the former
amendment, but the Chair is of opinion that it does not come
within the rule of germaneness. The object sought, of course, is
farm relief, but that does not necessarily make the bill germane.
The method is so entirely different in the bill offered by the gen-
tleman from Illinois from the method under consideration that it
seems to the Chair that it is not germane. Both bills recognize
that the question of price is determined somewhat upon the ex-
portable surplus, but the bill, which the Chair has rather hastily
read, offered by the gentleman from Illinois by way of substitute
proposes to deal with this question of exportable surplus by giving
a bounty to the exporter, evidently with the view that if the export
brings a fair price, a falr price would result in the domestic mar-
ket; but that is such a departure from the plan of the bill, which
creates a Government corporation, giving it power and authority
to export, that it would not come within the rules of the House to
hold it germane. The Chair therefore sustains the point of order.

Then, I recall in 1926 I was inferested in the debenture
plan of farm relief, and the McNary-Haugen bill again
came up. I offered an amendment to strike out certain
sections and insert new matter, and it was held that that
was out of order.

The next year, I think it was, in an effort to get my
proposition voted on, I took the pending bill, spent about
3 days writing all the provisions of the pending bill into
the clocklike work of my bill in such a way that I thought
the Chair would not be able to distinguish between them.

I used the same sort of organization, the same officials,
the same procedure, the same method of application, in an
effort to bring the case within the rule.

The Chair again ruled, on April 25, 1929, that a similar
proposal to a similar bill was not germane.

I was somewhat peeved when that ruling was made. But
after I thought of it I realized the wisdom of having a
measure that had received consideration before being finally
enacted into law. If you once open the sluicegates, you
will have a measure with all kinds of questions and variety
of amendments attached to it. It is in the interest of or-
derly procedure that measures may be presented in a clean-
cut fashion with a direct issue, With some of the features
of this amendment I am in hearty accord, and I think they
should be considered thoroughly by a proper committee,

I want to quote from a parliamentary decision that has
long been treated as a landmark in this House. It was
quoted in the decision on a similar question on April 25,
1929:

Simply because an amendment seeks to solve the same problem
as that sought to be solved by the pending bill does not make the
amendment germane.

The purpose of the rule of germaneness is to prevent the con-
sideration of legislation which has not been considered in com-
mittee, and therefore the rule may be applied more strictly to a
long amendment by way of a substitute for the entire bill under
consideration.

The rules of the House are based on reason. They are
based on human experience. They are the resulfs of years
of effort on the part of legislative bodies to attain rules and
precedents that will best promote carefully thought out and
effective legislation.

The features embodied in the proposed substitute can be
presented in a proper way, presented to the proper com-
mittee for study. And they certainly need study. There-
fore there is reason behind this procedure. Mr. Speaker, it
is so clearly not germane that I do not care to discuss the
matter further.

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. Jones] made a very persuasive argument upon the
principle that two subjects are not necessarily germane be-
cause they are related, but that is not the provision under
which I believe the Chair must necessarily form his opinion
upon the motion to recommit. I believe this comes clearly
under the principle that a general subject may be amended
by specific propositions of the same class. There are a large
number of decisions and precedents that provide that when
a bill contains two or more subject matters or methods of
performing a certain action, when there is more than one
method provided to accomplish a purpose or when there are
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two or more related subjects in the same bill, a motion is in
order and is germane that amends either by adding related
subject or by moving to strike out all of the bill and include
therein a separate or third methed relating to the same
general subject.

When a bill was before the House admitting several Terri-
tories into the Union, the Chair ruled that an amendment
to admit another Territory was a germane amendment, but
when a bill was before the House admitting only one Terri-
tory it was held not germane to include another Territory,
the theory being that when there are two or more related
subjects dealt with in the same bill a third provision may
be embodied. I submit that this bill does contain more than
one method of refinancing farm indebtedness, and I ask the
Chair particularly to bear in mind the provisions of title I
of the bill. Title I provides for the refinancing of farm
mortgages. The substitute that I am offering also provides
for refinancing of farm mortgages. Title I of the bill pro-
vides for refinancing through the issuance of bonds at 4
percent. That is one method that is used in this bill for the
purpose of raising money or providing money for refinancing
farm mortgages.

Title ITI gives a separate and distinet and entirely differ-
ent method of affording relief to agriculture through re-
financing. It provides that $300,000,000 shall be available
through the Reconstruction Finance Corporation, not
through a bond issue, but from the Reconstruction Finance
Corporation, this money to be loaned for the purpose of
refinancing farm indebtedness. Therefore, there are at least
two methods—these two are the outstanding examples—in
title I and title IIT of providing money to refinance farm
indebtedness. The Frazier bill, which is now pending be-
fore the Committee on Agriculture in the form of the
Lemke bill, companion to the Frazier bill introduced in the
Senate, provides for refinancing of farm indebtedness—
nothing more or less. It provides a bond issue the same as
the bill before us provides in title I. It goes farther in one
direction. Title III of the bill before us does not provide
for a bond issue. It provides that the money shall. be
loaned by the Reconstruction Finance Corporation. The
Frazier bill is a related subject, which provides a separate
and distinet method, it is true, but in view of the fact that
the bill before the House now has two separate and distinct
methods of refinancing farm indebtedness, I maintain that
the amendment I have offered is germane, because it comes
within the provisions of the rule that provides that a gen-
eral subject may be amended by specific propositions of the
same class. I submit my amendment is in order, that it is
germane, that it is as closely related to title I of the bill as is
title III of the bill. There are already in the bill at least
two distinct and different methods of refinancing farm
mortgages, and therefore a third method is germane and is
in order so long as it relates to the same subject matter.

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I desire to be heard briefly on
the proposition. It seems fo me in approaching a proposi-
tion of this kind we must not take into consideration whether
we are for or against the individual piece of legislation being
considered. My position has always been to maintain the
precedents and the rules of the House, regardless of my feel-
ings toward the legislation under consideration. I think
the gentleman from Wisconsin has not entirely compre-
hended the real point at issue when he refers to the prece-
dents cited by him in his argument. I agree that if you
have a piece of legislation amending the general provisions
of a bill, that another amendment of similar character would
be germane. As to the precedent that he refers to admitting
two Territories, you could add another; but those two
things are entirely different from what we have before us
at the present time. There is no question but that adding
an amendment admitting a third Territory would be ger-
mane, but the gentleman has lost the real point at issue in
this discussion. The bill before us deals specifically with
refinancing farm mortgages. That is the only definite
proposition dealt with in the bill. You may issue them in
one way or the other, but that is the subject matter of the
bill.
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Mr. BOILEAU. May I suggest that in title III of the hill
there is no bond issue but that the money is provided to
come from the Reconstruection Finance Corporation.

Mr. SNELL. That is true, but it all has to do with the
question of refinancing farm mortgages, and comes about
by issuing bonds.

Mr. BOILEAU. 8o does the Frazier bill.

Mr, SNELL. The Frazier bill not only does all of that
but in addition to this it provides for the direct issuance of
currency. The question of currency is not mentioned in the
present bill, and no reference is made to it whatever.

This bill before us relates entirely in all of its objects and
purposes to the refinancing of farm-mortgage loans.

Whereas the proposed amendment embodying provisions to
the so-called “ Frazier bill ” goes far beyond the purpose of
the pending bill and relates not only fo refinancing farm-
mortgage loans at a lower rate of interest but provides also
for a controlled expansion of the currency by the issuance of
Federal farm-loan bonds, which bonds, if they cannot be
readily sold shall be turned over to the Federal Reserve
Board, which Board shall deliver to the Federal Farm Loan
Board Federal Reserve notes equal to the par value of such
bonds as are presented to it.

Now the pending bill has nothing whatever to do with the
currency and nothing whatever to do with the Federal Re-
serve Board. It is strictly a refinancing proposition of farm
mortgages through the Federal land bank system. More-
over, the proposed amendment deals in large part with a
subject which is not within the jurisdiction of the committee
which reported the pending bill, but is within the juris-
diction of the Committee on Banking and Currency, and
presents a subject wholly unrelated and irrelevant to the bill
under consideration.

To a bill relating to the coinage of silver in the Treasury
and its use in redemption of notes issued against it, amend-
ments authorizing the issue of bonds and also authorizing
the giving of notes for the deposits of silver were held not
to be germane.

These decisions were rendered by Speaker Charles F. Crisp.
Hinds' Presedents, volume 5, section 5888.

There is no doubt whatever in my mind but the Frazier
bill interjects into this bill an entirely new and not germane
subject and the point of order should be sustained.

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Speaker, may I make one further
statement?

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. BOILEAU. I should like to say that this problem
presents three methods of refinancing farm mortgages:
First, by bond issue; second, by loans from the Recon-
struction Finance Corporation; and, third, by the issuance of
bonds and subsequent issuance of currency. Those are
three distinct methods. Two of them are already provided
for in the bill, and I maintain the third is germane and
should be admitted. As far as the Committee on Agricul-
ture not having jurisdiction is concerned, I wish to say
that an identical bill, known as the Lemke bill, H.R. 2855,
was referred to the Committee on Agriculture and is now
pending before that committee,

Mr. LEHLBACH. Mr. Speaker, I just want to make a
brief point with respect to this point of order.

The bill under consideration has for its sole purpose the
refinancing of farm mortgages, and provides money with
which to do this refinancing, from bond issues of the Fed-
eral land banks and from either stock sales or bond issues
of the Reconstruction Finance Corporation, both of them
private corporations. This method of financing is complete
and adequate for the purpose of the original bill. The
proposition under consideration by the motion to recommit
is to expand the currency by 3% billion dollars, which is
not at all essential to the purpose of the bill, is not neces-
sary for it. As anybody who understands the situation
knows, and we all take judicial notice of the fact, it has a
primary purpose entirely dissociated from mortgage redemp-
tions. It is not necessary. It is an entirely new matter,
and whether express or implied, it has a purpose foreign to
the purposes of the bill under consideration.
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The SPEAKER, The Chair is ready to rule. The gues-
tion presented has been passed upon two or three times and
presents nothing new. The bill under consideration pro-
vides a method of farm relief, essentially by the issuance of
bonds, to be marketed in the ordinary way. The Frazier
bill, which is the subject of the motion to recommit, pro-
vides also for farm relief, also for bond issues, and, in addi-
tion to that, provides a method of meeting the bond issues
by currency printed and issued, clearly inflation, which may
amount to as much as 312 billion dollars. The two methods
are as wide apart as the poles.

The present Speaker of the House argued a like question
back in 1924 when the very first farm relief bill was under
consideration, the first of the McNary-Haugen bills, That
bill provided a method of farm relief, fixing farm prices
with reference to related products, and the present Speaker
of the House proposed an amendment to the bill which pro-
vided an entirely different method, and the present Speaker
agrees with the gentleman from Texas when he said that
his method was much better than the method provided in
that bill; but that did not make any difference. A point of
order was made against the amendment proposed by the
present Speaker, by Mr. Canvon of Missouri, the author of
Cannon’s Precedents, and the gentleman from Missouri
argued the point of order and convinced the Chairman of
the Committee of the Whole, Mr. Sanpers, although he did
not convince me then, that my amendment was not ger-
mane. The object of my amendment then and the object
of the bill under consideration at that time were to provide
methods of farm relief, but they were widely different, al-
though not as widely different as is proposed in the so-
called “ Frazier bill ” and in the bill now under consideration.

Again, on April 24, 1929, the same question came up.

The. Chairman of the Committee of the Whole at that
time was Mr, Mares. He rendered a decision based upon
the decision rendered by Mr. Sanpers in 1924. The opinion
by Mr. Chairman Mares was a well-considered opinion
covering the entire subject. ’

The Chair feels he cannot ignore the precedents that he
has cited, and he might add that he could call attention to
a number of others. The Chair wants it distinetly under-
stood that he is not passing upon the propriety of inflating
the currency. That is another question. If the currency
is to be inflated by printing and distributing money in any
way, it should be the subject of a separate bill, considered
by a committee, reported to the House, and considered on
the floor in the ordinary way.

The Chair, therefore, feels constrained to and does sus-
tain the point of order.

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, for the benefit of the
Membership, will not the Speaker incorporate in his pres-
ent decision the 1924 opinion of Mr. SANDERS?

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the opinion referred
to will be printed. .

The opinion referred to is as follows:

The CHAmRMAN, The Chair is ready to rule. The amendment
offered by the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. RAINEY] as a substitute
for the entire bill is more nearly germane than the former amend-
ment, but the Chair is of opinion that it does not come within
the rule of germaneness. The object sought, of course, is farm
relief, but that does not necessarily make the bill germane. The
method is so entirely different in the bill offered by the gentleman
from Illinois from the method of the bill under consideration that
it seems to the Chair that it 15 not germane. Both bills rec
that the question of price is determined somewhat upon the ex-
portable surplus, but the bill which the Chair has rather hastily
read, offered by the gentleman from Illinois by way of substitute,
proposes to deal with this question of exportable surplus by giving
a bounty to the exporter, evidently with the view that if the export
brings a fair price, a fair price would result in the domestic mar-
ket; but that is such a departure from the plan of the bill which
creates a Government corperation, giving it power and authority
to export, that it would not come within the rules of the House
to hold it germane. The Chair therefore sustains the point of

order.
- L] L] L L L] L]

The Chalr is ready to rule. The amendment offered by the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. Sawpers] secks to effect the same
general purpose as the bill in question—that is, to relieve the
agricultural situation. It is true, as suggested by the gentleman
from Texas [Mr, Jones], that the mere fact that there is to an
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extent a departure from the bill under consideration does not
make it out of order because otherwise there would be no necessity
of offering a substitute or amendment of any kind. However, it
is not possible to offer a substitute for a bill which undertakes to
give the same relief and yet departs entirely from the method of
the bill under consideration. The Haugen bill, under considera-
tion, is an emergency measure and merely gives power to investi-
gate and determine when a special emergency exists with reference
to any one of the enumerated agricultural products, and then the
corporation having certain definite powers comes into action and
by means of control of exportable surplus relieves the situation.
This substitute is permanent legislation, giving the Government
power to buy and sell farm products, While the ultimate object
is to relieve agriculture, it embraces a method that does not come
within the rules of the House in reference to germaneness to the
bill under consideration, and the point of order is sustained.

Mr. GILCHRIST. Mr, Speaker, I have a motion to re-
commit the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman opposed to the bill?

Mr. GILCHRIST. I am not opposed to the bill, but I
believe it ought to be amended.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the motion to
recommit.

The Clerk read as follows: .

Mr. GILcHRIST moves to recommit H.R. 4795 to the Committee
on Agriculture with instructions to amend the bill by striking
therefrom the words “4 per centum " wherever such words ap-
pear in title T of the bill and by substituting in lieu thereof the
words “ 31 per centum "; and also by striking the words " 5 per
centum " wherever such words appear in such title and by sub-
stituting in lieu thereof the words “41; per centum'; and by
striking “ 41 per centum” in line 12 of section 4 of the bill,
and inserting in lieu thereof the words " 31, per centum.”

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous question
on the motion to recommit.

The previous question was ordered.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the motion to
recommit.

Mr. GILCHRIST. Mr. Speaker, I ask for the yeas and
nays on the motion to recommit.

The yeas and nays were refused.

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded
by Mr. GiLcHRrIisT) there were—ayes 43, noes, 196.

So the motion to recommit was rejected.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the passage of the
bill.

Mr. KENNEDY of New York. Mr. Speaker, a parlia-
mentary inquiry. -

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. KEENNEDY of New York. Is a request for the yeas
and nays on the final passage of the bill in order at this
time?

The SPEAKER. It is in order; yes.

Mr. KENNEDY of New York. Mr, Speaker, I ask for the
yeas and nays on the final passage of the bill.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The question was taken; and there were—yeas 387, nays
12, not voting 32, as follows:
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Drewry James Millard Birovich
Driver Jeffers Miller Bisson
Duffey Jenckes Milligan Smith, Va.
Duncan. Mo. Jenkins Mitchell Smith, Wash.
Dunn Johnson, Minn, Monaghan Smith, W.Va.
Durgan, Ind Johnson, Okla, Montet Snell
Eagle Johnson, Tex. Moran Bnyder
Eaton Johnson, W.Va. Morehead Somers, N.Y.
Edmonds Jones Mott Spence
Eicher Kahn Murdock Stalker
Ellzey, Miss, Eeller Musselwhite Stokes
Eltse, Callf, KEelly, 11 Nesbit Strong, Pa.
Englebright Kelly, Pa. Norton Strong, Tex.
Evans Eemp O'Brien Stubbs
Faddis Eennedy, N.Y. O'Connell Studley
Fiesinger Kenney O’'Connor Sullivan
Fish Kinzer O'Malley Sumners, Tex.
Fitzgibbons Kleberg Oliver, Ala. Sutphin
Pitzpatrick Kloeb Oliver, N.Y. Swank
Flannagan Kniffin Owen Sweeney
Fletcher EKnutson Palmisano Swick
Focht Kocialkowski Parker, Ga. Taber
Ford Eopplemann Parker, N.Y. Tarver
Foss Kramer Parks Taylor, Colo,
Foulkes Kurtz Parsons Taylor, S.C.

Kvale Patman Taylor, Tenn.
Fuller Lambertson Peavey Thom
Fulmer Lambeth Perkins Thomason, Tex.
Gambrill Lamneck Peterson Thompson, 111,
Gasque Lanham Pettengill Thurston
Gavagan Lanzetta Peyser Tobey
Gilchrist Larrabee Plerce Traeger
Gillesple Lea, Calif Polk Treadway
Glllette , Mo. Pou Truax
Glover Lehlbach Powers Turner
Goldsborough Lehr Prall Turpin
Goodwin Lemke Ragon Umstead
Granfield Lesinski Ramsay Underwood
Gray Lewis, Colo Ramspeck Utterback
Green Lewis, Md. Randolph Vinson, Ga.
Greenwood Lindsay Rankin Vinson, Ky.
Gregory Lloyd Rayburn Wadsworth
Griffin Lozier Reed, N.Y. Waldron
Griswold Luce Rellly Wallgren
Guyer Ludlow Rich Walter
Haines McCarthy Richards Warren
Hamilton McClintic Richardson Weaver
Hancock, N.Y McCormack Robertson Weideman
Hancock, N.C McDuffie Robinson Welch
Harlan McFarlane Rogers, Mass. Werner
Hart McGrath Rogers, N.H. West
Harter McGugin Rogers, Okla, Whitley
Hartley McKeown Romjue Whittington
Hastings McLean Rudd Wigglesworth
Healey McLeod Ruffin Wilcox
Henney MecReynolds Babath Willford
Hess McSwain Sadowski Willlams
Hildebrandt Major Banders Wilson
Hill, Ala. Maloney, Conn. BSandlin Withrow
Hill, Enute Maloney, La. Bchaefer Wolcott
Hill, S8am B. Mansfield Bchuetz Wolfenden
Holdale Mapes Bchulte Wolverton
Holmes Marland Scrugham Wood. Ga.
Hooper 1 Sears Wood, Mo.
Hope Martin, Colo Secrest Woodruff
Howard Martin, Mass, Seger Woodrum
Huddleston Martin, Oreg Shallenberger Young
Hughes May Shannon Zioncheck
Imhoff Mead Shoemaker The Speaker
Jacobsen Meeks Binclair

NAYS—12
Beck Goss McFadden Terrell
Boileau Hoeppel Merritt Tinkham
Ditter Lundeen Ransley Watson
NOT VOTING—32

Almon Brumm Gifford Moynihan
Andrew, Mass, Buckbee Higgins Muldowney
Balley Cartwright Hollister Reece
Bankhead Connolly Kee Reid, 111,
Beam Douglass Kennedy, Md. Simpson
Brand Farley Kerr Steagall
Brennan Fernandez McMillan Wearln
Britten Gibson Montague White
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So the bill was passed.

The Clerk announced the following pairs:

On this vote: 4
Mr. Gibson (for) with Mr. Andrew of Mass. (against).

[Roll No. 12]
YEAS—387

Abernethy Briggs Cavicchia Crosser
Adair Brooks Celler Crowe
Adams Brown, Ky Chapman Crowther
Allen Bmmm. CCII_EBG cu]mCru.nm
Allgood Bro Vezr
Andrews, N.Y. Brunner Christianson Cullen
Arens Buchanan Church Cummings
Arnold uck Claiborne Darden
Auf der Helde Bulwinkle Clark, N.C. Darrow
Ayers, Mont. Burch Clarke, N.Y, Dear
Ayres, Eans. Burke, Callf. Cochran, Mo. Deen
Bacharach Burke, Nebr. Cochran, Pa. Delaney
Bacon Burnham Coffin De Priest
Bakewell Busby Colden DeRouen
Beedy Byrns Cole Dickinson
Beiter Cady Collins, Calif. Dickstein
Berlin Caldwell Collins, Miss, Dies
Blermann Cannon, Mo. Colmer Dingell
Black Cannon, Wis. Condon Dirksen
Blanchard Carden Connery Disney
Bland Carley Cooper, Ohlo Dobbins
Blanton Carpenter, Kans. Cooper, Tenn, Dockweiler
Bloom Carpenter, Nebr. Corning Dondero
Boehne Carter, Callf., Cox Doughton
Boland Carter, Wyo. Cravens Doutrich
Bolton Cary Crosby Dowell
Boylan Castellow Cross Doxey

Until further notice:

Mr. Britten with Mr. Reece,
Mr. Gifford with Mr. Simpson.

Mr. JACOBSEN. Mr. Speaker, my colleague the gentle-
man from Iowa, Mr. WEARIN, is unavoidably absent.
were here, he would vote “ aye.”

Mr. McDUFFIE. Mr. Speaker, my colleague the gentle-
man from Alabama, Mr. BANKHEAD, is unavoidably absent.
If he were present, he would vote * aye.”

If he
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Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, my col-
league the gentleman from Massachusetts, Mr. GIFForp, is
ill. If present, he would vote “ aye.”

Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, the following Mem-
bers are unavoidably absent. If they had been present, they
would have voted “ aye.”

Mr. HiceIns, Mr. Buckseg, Mr. Rem of Illinois, Mr. BRuMM,
Mr. CoxworLy, Mr. HorrLisTER, Mr. MoyntHAN, and Mr,
MULDOWNEY.

Mr. BYRNS. Mr. Speaker, the following Members are
unavoidably absent. If they had been present, they would
have voted “aye” on the bill.

Mr. Doucrass, Mr. Fernanpez, Mr. Keg, Mr. McMILiAN,
Mr. Armon, Mr. BRennan, Mr. Kennepy of Maryland, Mr.,
BANKHEAD, Mr. FARLEY, Mr. MONTAGUE, Mr. CARTWRIGHT, Mr.
Branp, Mr. Kerr, Mr. Beam, Mr, STeAcALL, Mr. WEARIN, and
Mr. WHITE.

Mr. ENUTSON. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. KNUTSON. How does the distinguished majority
leader know that these gentlemen would have voted as he
states?

Mr. BYRNS. For the same reason that the distinguished
whip on the gentleman’s side knew how the Members he
mentioned would have voted. [Laughter.]

The SPEAKER. That is not a parliamentary inquiry.

The result of the vote was announced as above recorded.

On motion of Mr. JoNEs, a motion to reconsider the vote
by which the bill was passed was laid on the table,

RELIEVING THE FARM RELIEVERS

Mr. HART. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex-
tend my remarks in the Recorp by including a short ad-
dress delivered by myself over the National Broadcasting
System on the farm bill which recently passed the House.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection fo the request of the
gentleman from Michigan?

There was no cbhjection.

Mr. HART. Mr. Speaker, under the leave to extend my
remarks in the Recorp, I include the following address de-
livered by myself over the network of the National Broad-
casting Co., April 8, 1933:

The title of this address should leave no doubt in the minds of
this audience as to those who, in my judgment, are going to be
relieved by the pending farm relief bill. This bill was sponsored
by the American Farm Bureau Federation and the National
Grange, and by three large cooperative organlizations who bor-
rowed huge sums of money, which came out of the Federal Treas-
ury as the result of the Farm Marketing Act.

The situation of the farmers of the United States would be bad
enough because of the diversity of their interests, due to geo-
graphical, climatic, and soill conditions, if they had no organi-
gation at all. However, when you realize that these so-called
“farm leaders" have capitalized the sad plight of the farmers to
raid the Treasury and pay themselves enormous salaries, you can
see that thefr situation is indeed tragic.

Why should the salaries of farm rellevers be so high? Why
should these men, with crocodile tears in their eyes, telling about
the grievous predicament of the farmer, demand salaries from
$10,000 to $75,000 a year? They have a 100-percent record for
backing farm legislation that has failed. Under their leadership
the farmer has sunk to the lowest point since the first settlers
landed in Virginia under John Smith.

With a record of this kind of leadership, why should anyone
have falth in further legislation which they advocate? They
claim to represent at least half the farmers of the United States,
Consult your farmer friends in your own community and you will
find out that these claims are false. Yet these statements are
freely made and kept before the Congress, and Congress is passing
legislation that they are demanding, Congress has but few. men
who have had any experience in farm marketing. Therefore it is
comparatively easy for these pirates to raid the Treasury with
their unsound schemes.

I am going to discuss the American Farm Bureau Federation in
particular, because this is the most active so-called " farm lobby "
here in Washington. These leaders, and especially the American
Farm Bureau Federation, have heen active with reference to all
legislation since 1920. They have been instrumental in the pas-
sage of farm legislation, and the farmers' condition has grown
steadily worse. Mr. Chester H. Gray, Washington representative of
this organization, testifying February 20, 1930, before the Caraway
lobby-investigation hearing in the Seventy-first Congress, stated
that every member of the Federal Farm Board was satisfactory to
them. Mr. Gray also stated his organization was responsible for
the naming of Alexander Legge, head of the farm machinery trust,
a5 Chairman of the Federal Farm Board. Therefore, according to
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their own testimony, the American Farm Bureau Federation
directed the handling of the Federal Farm Board with its policy of
permitting farm leaders to draw salaries of fifty and seventy-five
thousand dollars a year. These high-priced farm relievers, accord-
ing to the last statement of the Federal Farm Board, have lost
$350,000,000 of the taxpayers’ money. I want to ask the farmers
of the United States if they want another scheme sponsored by the
same people, which cost the Treasury 350,000,000 and the farmers
untold millions.

Did these farm organizations sincerely believe that the Farm
Marketing Act would be beneficial to the farmer? If they did,
they disclosed their ignorance of farm economics. If they did not,
they disclosed their willingness to offer this quack remedy to
deceive the farmer.

To help you decide as to their sincerity I want to call your at-
tention to the testimony of Mr. Chester H. Gray, Washington rep-
resentative of the American Farm Bureau Federation, in the hear-
ings before the Caraway lobby committee of the Senate, showing
the connection between Mr. Gray and Mr. Edward A. O'Neal, presi-
dent of the American Farm Bureau Federation, and their dealings
with the Nitrogen Trust, the Power Trust, the placing on the pay
roll of either the Unicn Carbide or American Cyanamid Co. Farm
Bureau agents for the purpose of defeating Senator Norris' Muscle
Shoals bill, which would have given cheap nitrogen to the farmers,

Now, let us take up the pending bill. It has been endorsed by
Mr. O'Neal, president of the American Farm Bureau Federation;
L. J. Taber, master of the National Grange; C. E. Huff, president
Farmers' National Grain Corporation; C. G. Henry, representing
the American Cotton Cooperative Association; and Charles E,
Ewing, president of the National Livestock Marketing Association.

First, let us see how all these gentlemen profited from the last
farm bill, as compared with the farmer. Mr. O'Neal’s concern had
two of their former officers drawing £12,000 a year as members of
the Federal Farm Board—namely, Mr. Sam H. Thompson, former
president, and Mr. Frank Evans, former secretary. Mr. C. E. Huff
is the preacher who draws $15000 a year as president of the
Farmers' National Grain Corporation. This is the concern that
was organized under the trust laws of Delaware with a paid capital
of $76,000, and just before election refunded their loan of $16,-
000,000 from the Federal Farm Board for 10 years at one eighth of
1 per cent interest. They could buy Government bonds with the
Government's own money and make a profit of $500,000 a year.
Mr, Huff should be Interested in some more farm legislation of this
kind, since the Farm Board is going out of existence.

Mr. C. G. Henry, of the American Cotton Cooperative Association,
who also endorsed the present bill, represents a concern with a
pald capital of 79,500 which now owes the Government, through
the Federal Farm Board, $61,000,000 that was lost speculating in
cotton. Charles E. Ewing, president of the National Livestock
Marketing Association, should also be interested. Hls concern also
has a loan of many millions from the Farm Board.

In the light of the record of these men, would you as farmers
call them in to chart your course? Would a business man or a
banker place these men upon their board of directors after their
record with the Federal Farm Board? Yet, these are the gentlemen
who claim to have written the pending bill and agreed upon it on
behalf of the farmers of the United States.

I, as one farmer, enter a loud protest, and I want to thank the
National Broadcasting Co. for permitting me to make it loud
enough so it will be heard from coast to coast.

Having given you a history of the gentlemen who claim to
represent the farmers, now let us discuss the bill as it has been
presented to the Senate (H.R. 3835) with Senate amendments.
The first provision in this bill for relief of the farmer is & huge
speculation in cotton. This, of course, is the chief interest of the
American Cotton Cooperative Association. It is evident that the
American Cotton Cooperative, which Mr. Henry represents, expects
in this deal to save something from the wreck of that concern,
which owes the Government $61,000,000, that are admittedly lost.
The impression has been given out that this money was lost
stabilizing cotton. The Farm Marketing Act never provided for
cooperatives to stabilize any commodity, and the contract under
which the money was lost expressly provided otherwise. The
stabilization organizations, both in grain and cotton, were to carry
out that work. If this bill is passed time will tell whether or not
Mr. Henry's concern will come out of this deal with a few million
dollars to the good. This concern should be placed in the hands
of a receiver, and the cotton which they have should be liquidated
and every dollar in this organization should be turned back into
the Treasury without any negotiations whatever. The concern
owes millions they can never hope to pay, and it is all the tax-
payers' money. Here is the language in this new bill that provides
the way out for Mr. Henry's concern: “In such settle-
ments the cotton shall be taken over at prices equal to the
amounts loaned or advanced, directly or indirectly, plus the carry-
ing charges and operating costs thereon.”

These operating costs for 1830-31, which the Government is fo
take over, include the £75,000 salary of Mr, Creekmore; the §15,000
salary of Mr. C. O. Moser, their chief lobbyist; Mr, C. C. Henry's
salary of $10,000; Mr. U. Benton Blalock's salary of $10,000 per
year; Homer T. Wade's salary of some $5,000 per year; and like
salaries of numerous other officials of that organization. Is it
any wonder that these gentlemen are enthusiastically for the bill,
or that they have spent most of the time since Congress met in
Washington at the taxpayers' expense?

Mr. Henry's concern, the American Cotton Cooperative, has un-
doubtedly handled several millions of bales of cotton on which a
profit was made. What has become of the profits? The bill
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provides that the Government shall assume the losses, It is pre-
sumed that the farm “ relievers” will take the profits, If this is
carried out, Teapot Dome was & mild swindle. This bill, under
section 9, page 10, provides for the levying and collecting of taxes
which are to be ntpam out for rental and other benefit payments
to the farmers after deducting all expenses. How much will be
left for the farmer no man can tell. However, all commodities
named in the bill are subject to a processors’ tax which may run
as high as 50 or 100 percent. Section 16 provides that a tax shall
be levied upon the floor stocks of processed goods on hand. Under
section 19, subsection C, it provides that in order that the payment
of the tax under this act may not impose any immediate financial
burden upon the processors and distributors they shall be eligible
for loans from the Reconstruction Finance Corporation under
section 5 of that act.

Now let us see what can happen with reference to the money
borrowed from the Reconstruction Finance Corporation. In the
hearing before the Senate Agricultural Committee, Mr. Woods,
representing the meat-packing industry, told the committee that
in his judgment this tax could not be passed on to the con-
sumer without curtailing the consumption of meat. He stated
that the housewife would only spend just so much of her in-
ccme for meat, and any increase in price cut the amount of
meat she would buy. He also stated that meat is perishable and
must be sold by the packers regardless of profit or loss, Mr,
Woods also stated that the packing industry was not making a
profit and that their normal profits when business is good run
from one fourth to one sixth of a cent a pound. It is obvious,
therefore, that the packer cannot assume any losses due to this
act. Mr. Woods further testified that it would take 830,000,000
to pay the tax on the packers’ stocks and $50,000,000 would be
needed a little later to finance the tax. If the theory of the
meat packers Is correct, that this tax cannot be passed on to the
consumer, or that meat is perishable and must be sold regardless
of profit or loss, as Mr., Woods testified, and the packers lose the
$80,000,000 in the operation, what position would the Government
be in? Would the packers assume this loss, or would they come
to Congress and ask us to cancel it as we will have to do for the
American Cotton Cooperative? These loans are available to all
processors under the law and would apply to the meat-packing
industry, to the cotton mills, to the rice mills, flour mills, and
all other industries operating under this act.

It is, therefore, conceivable that instead of the farmers getting
relief that the Treasury of the United States may be relieved of
half a billion dollars. The processors are not in sympathy with
this act and it {s my judgment that if this money is lost that
inasmuch as they were forced into this kind of an operation by
law, that the Government never could recover the funds. I want
to ask the farmers of the United States if this is the kind of
legislation they want? I want to ask the farmers if the American
Farm Bureau Federation represents their views in sponsoring
this legislation? Does the National Grange represent your views
in this legislation? Does the American Cotton Cooperative, which
has lost $61,000,000 of the taxpayers' money, represent your views?
Does Mr. Huff's Farmers National Grain Organization, who has
16 millions of the taxpayers’ money to play with for 10 years,
paying one eighth of 1 percent, represent your views?

If these men represent your views, I wish you would write to the
President and tell him so. If they do not represent your views,
I wish you would write the President and tell him specifically
your connection with farm organizations and whether or not any
of these I have enumerated represent your viewpoint. Ha is your
friend, I assure you. No man has ever desired to assist the
farmer as our President now desires to help you. In my judgment,
and I have had 30 years' experience in farming and in the market-
ing of farm produce, this is a farm relievers’ and processors’ bill
from which the farmer will derive little or no benefit. It has been
recommended to the President by the leaders of farm organiza-
tions as a farmers' bill. I am making this plea to you because I
am firmly convinced that you are not represented in Washington,
but that you are misrepresented.

EXPORTATION OF ARMS AND MUNITIONS OF WAR

Mr. POU. Mr. Speaker, I call up the resolution, H.Res.
101, which is on the Clerk’s desk.
The Clerk read as follows:

House Resolution 101
Resolved, That immediately upon the adoption of this resolu-
tion the House shall proceed to the consideration of H.J.Res. 93,
a joint resolution to prohibit the exportation of arms or muni-
tions of war from the United States under certain conditions, and
all points of order against said bill shall be considered as waived.
That after general debate, which shall be confined to the joint
resolution and shall continue not to exceed 4 hours, to be equally
divided and controlled by the Chairman and ranking minority
member of the Committee on Forelgn Affairs, the previous ques-
tion shall be considered as ordered on the joint resolution to final
passage without intervening motion except one motion to re-
commit.
ORDER OF BUSINESS
Mr. SNELL. Will the gentleman from North Carolina
yield to me to ask the gentleman from Tennessee a ques-
tion?

Mr. POU. I yield.
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Mr. SNELL. I would like to ask the majority leader about
the program for this afternoon and tomorrow. A great
many of our Members are very anxious to attend church on
Good Friday.

Mr. BYRNS. I certainly do not want to keep anybody
from attending church, and I may say that the time allowed
under this rule will take the consideration of this bill over
until tomorrow unless the House is willing to stay here late
in the evening.

I have conferred with the gentleman from New York in
regard to the matter and, so far as I am concerned, with the
consent of the House, I am perfectly willing to sit for a
reasonable time this afternoon, if the Chairman of the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs and the members of the commit-
tee so desire, and then conclude the debate tomorrow and
take the matter up to the point of ordering the previous
question and have the vote, if a record vote is to be taken,
on next Monday.

Mr. SNELL. So far as I know, that is entirely satisfactory
to this side of the House.

i;\dr. McREYNOLDS. That is perfectly satisfactory on this
side.

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, could we have an under-
standing with the gentleman from Tennessee that there will
be no other business called up during this week?

Mr, BYRNS. I know of no other business.

Mr. BLANTON. There will be no other rules or resolu-
tions that are on the calendar called up?

Mr. BYRNS. Not that I have any knowledge of.

Mr. SNELL. That is the way I understood the situation.

Mr. BLANTON. So that not only on Good Friday but on
Thursday may Members go somewhere, if they desire.

Mr, SNELL. It is a little late for Thursday.

Mr. HASTINGS. Something may come over from the
Senate in the meantime.

Mr. BYRNS. I take it the gentleman’s suggestion did
not include any report from the Senate, or anything of
that kind.

Mr. BLANTON. I referred to matters now on the calen-
dar or on the Speaker’s table.

Mr. ENUTSON. I should like to ask the distinguished
majority leader if there are any more gag rules in course of
preparation at the present time. [Laughter.]

Mr. BLANTON. If the gentleman from Tennessee could
get up one that would stop questions of that kind, it would
serve the House well.

Mr. BYRNS. We never pass any gag rules over here.

EXPORTATION OF ARMS OR MUNITIONS OF WAR

Mr. POU. Mr. Speaker, I would like to inquire of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. RansLEy] whether he
desires to use one half of the hour allowed me?

Mr. RANSLEY. Mr. Speaker, on this side of the aisle we
have demands for 30 minutes, and we would like to have the
full time.

Mr. POU, Then, Mr. Speaker, I yield one half of the hour
to which I am entitled to the gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. RansLEY] to be, in turn, yielded by him as he sees fit.

THOMAS JEFFERSON

Mr. BYRNS. With the indulgence of my friend from
North Carolina, I want to say that I forgot to make a unani-
mous-consent request for the gentleman from Missouri [Mr.
SaannoN] to speak for 5 minutes on the subject of Jefferson’s
birthday. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that the
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. Suannon] be permitted to
speak for 5 minutes.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. SHANNON. Mr, Speaker, today is the one hundred
and ninetieth anniversary of the birth of America’s greatest
statesman, Thomas Jefferson. The occasion should not be
permitted to pass unnoticed. I can think of nothing more
appropriate to say at this moment than to read the following
remarks made by Mr. Alexander H. Stephens while he was a
Member of this House.

.
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The speech he made on that occasion was a controversial
matter that engendered party feeling, On that particular
occasion he said this, which I think is apropos at all times
in all public matters in America:

If you who call yourselves “ Republicans * shall, in obedience to
what you consider a party behest, pass the measure in the vain
expectation that the republican principles of the old and true
Jeffersonian school are dead, be assured you are indulging a fatal
delusion. The old Jeffersonian democratic, republican principles
are not dead and will never die so long as a true devotee of liberty
lives. They may be burled for a period, as Magna Carta was
trodden underfoot in England for more than half a century, but
these principles will come up with renewed energy, as did those
of Magna Charta, and that, too, at no distant day. Old Jeffer-
sonian democratic, republican principles dead, indeed! When the
tides of ocean cease to ebb and flow, when the winds of heaven are
hushed into perpetual silence, when the clouds no longer thunder,
when earth's electric bolts are no longer felt or heard, when her
internal fires go out, then, and not before, will these principles
cease to live—then, and not before, will these principles cease to
animate and move the liberty-loving masses of this country.

[Applause.]
ARMS AND MUNITIONS EMBARGO

Mr. POU. Mr. Speaker, the resolution which is made in
order by the rule is the so-called “ embargo resolution.” It
is impractical, I think, to attempt to discuss the rule with-
out including in such discussion comments upon the reso-
lution which it makes in order.

The joint resolution is easily understood. It is simple in
its language. It gives to the President of the United States
authority to declare an embargo against the shipment of
arms or the sale of arms and munitions of war in coopera-
tion with other nations of the world whenever, in the judg-
ment of the President, it is advisable to do so, having in
contemplation, of course, the great cause of peace.

This is not a new resolution. It was earnestly recom-
mended by the former President of the United States, Mr.
Herbert Hoover, and it was also earnestly recommended by
his Secretary of State.

It is hard for me to understand, Mr. Speaker, how oppo-
sition to such a resolution can find a basis. If men are
furnished with arms they can carry on war. Certainly the
withholding of implements of war makes for the great cause
of peace.

All the joint resolution does is to give the President of
the United States, in cooperation with other nations of the
world, the authority to prohibit the sale and shipment of
arms wherever he deems it proper to do so whenever nations
are about to engage in war.

Now, all sort of factitious objections will be raised to this
resolution. It will be attacked on the floor of this House
notwithstanding the fact that it has earnestly been recom-
mended by administrations controlled by both political par-
ties. Certainly nations cannot fight each other unless they
are provided with implements of war, and the converse holds
true that where implements of war are withheld, of course,
it leaves them in-a less prepared condition to go to war.
God knows that we all want to take whatever steps are
necessary to promote peace throughout the world. [Ap-
plause.]

It is hard for me to understand how any other conclusion
can be drawn from this resolution than that it makes for
the great cause of peace. Mr. Stimson thought so, Mr.
Hoover thought so, and our former colleague, Cordell Hull,
is enthusiastically in favor of this resolution. Yet for 4
hours there will be debate upon the simple language of the
resolution. One half of that time will be an attack upon
it, and you will be told before the debate is over that instead
of making for the cause of peace the resolution will almost
certainly bring about war. Just how gentlemen arrive at
that conclusion remains to be seen, but I predict here and
now that you will hear that very argument advanced. I
am heartily for the resolution myself; but with respect to
this particular resolution it would be enough for me, if I
did not have the enthusiasm for it that I have, that two
Presidents of the United States have thought that it is
necessary, and I have that confidence in this man in the
White House that I am going along with him; call me a
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rubber stamp if you want to—I do not care a continental.
[Applause.]

Mr. McGUGIN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. POU. Yes; I yield.

Mr. McGUGIN. We are passing some permanent legis-
lation here. Does the gentleman maintain that Mr. Roose-
velt will be in the White House forever?

Mr. POU. I hope and believe that he will be there for
8 years. Mr, Speaker, seriously speaking, I feel that this
resolution ought to be overwhelmingly agreed to by the
House. It ought to be sufficient when two administrations
have declared the necessity for this legislation, when they
are advised as to the conditions throughout the world much
better than we can be advised; and when they tell us that
it makes for peace and not for war, it ought to be sufficient
to justify us in passing the resolution and sustaining these
two administrations. [Applause.]

Mr. RANSLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes fo the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. MArRTIN].

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, it is with
regret I find that we are again considering important legis-
lation, legislation which brings about a radical change in
the foreign policy of the United States, under what is fast
becoming the traditional Democratic policy of an airtight
rule. Here we have a simple resolution, 19 lines in length,
with a single section that has really any meat in it, and
yet we are compelled to say we cannot alter it if we will.
Surely it cannot be said this time that there is an emergency;
at least no such evidence has come to my knowledge. When
the Democratic chairman of the Foreign Affairs Committee
came before the Committee on Rules, he was willing to bring
this legislation up under an open rule. Unfortunately the
leadership of the House decreed otherwise. I am genuinely
sorry we cannot offer an amendment here, because I would
like to perfect it so that it might meet with my support. I
realize the fine idealism, the splendid purpose which
prompted the bringing of this resolution to the considera-
tion of the House. Ever since the dawn of civilization man
has striven for the mirage which would bring universal
peace to mankind. No one more than I would like to see
that object attained. So it is with regret I am forced to
the conclusion the resolution is so phrased that it will not
further the cause, but rather, on the contrary, will be pro-
vocative of war. .

I hold no brief for the ammunition manufacturers. Profit
on business gained through the misfortune of the multitudes
does not meet with my approval. I should be perfectly will-
ing to support a resolution which would say in the event of
war we would not ship arms to any country engaged in
strife, but I do not want to give power to the President or
anyone else to determine who is the aggressor nation.

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MARTIN of -Massachusetts. Not now. What is the
picture presented before the world today? There is war in
South America, there is war in China, and everybody knows
that in the chancellories of the world there is talk of the
war to come. Everyone knows a proposal was made 10
days ago which, if it should be adopted—and I am speaking
of the redivision of territories in Europe—could have but one
purpose, and that is war. We must be careful in these
dangerous days if we are to maintain peace. I am not
attacking this resolution because of any opposition to the
President of the United States. I am patriotic enough to
believe that the American Nation, from George Washington
down to Franklin D. Roosevelt, never had a man in the
White House but was actuated by patriotic motives. I be-
lieve in his patriotism and sincerity, but I am afraid to take
this power from Congress in this critical period. I want to
adopt the more careful and conservative form of policy. I
realize fully the pressure which will be brought to bear upon
him if we pass this resolution. It will be terrific. We have
realized within the last few years the dire effects of war, the
suffering and hardships which come to the country and to
the individual. With these pathetic scenes in mind, let us
not discontinue the policy of neutrality too easily. I don’t
ask you to vote down the rule, because I realize the Demo-
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cratic Party is committed to this close rule and will con-
tinue to be; yet I ask you to vote against the resolution in
its present form.

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Yes.

Mr. BLOOM. Is it not a fact that this resolution is the
identical resolution that was sent to the committee by a
Republican President and endorsed by a Republican Secre-
tary of State, and is it not true that the Republican Sec-
retary of State appeared before the committee and asked
that the resolution be adopted?

Mr. MARTIN of Oregon rose.

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I will answer that. That
is true; and when it went to the Democratic Committee on
Foreign Affairs of the House, that committee, I think by a
vote of 15 to 2, decided they would not make it world-wide
in its scope but would restrict it to the American Hemi-
sphere. [Applause.]

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts has expired.

Mr. POU. Mr. Speaker, I yield 10 minutes to the gentle-
man from Wisconsin [Mr, FrEAr],

Mr. FREAR. Mr. Speaker, I did not expect to speak upon
the rule. I wished to speak briefly on the arms-embargo
measure, but I went to the leading Republican member of
the committee [Mr, Fisal, as provided in the rule, and
was there told I was the first Republican asking to speak
for the embargo resolution and time could not be promised
to me but that I might get it from the Democratic side.
So I went over to the majority side, saw the gentleman
from New York [Mr. O'Coxror], and asked for 10 minutes.
Apparently he understood I wanted to speak on the rule,
but, if you will permit me, I will utilize time now, particu-
larly as there is no contest on the rule.

Mr. O'CONNOR. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FREAR. Yes; certainly.

Mr. O'CONNOR. In the absence of the gentleman from
North Carolina [Mr. Poul I only had charge of the time on
the rule.

Mr. FREAR. I now understand, and appreciate it, and
also the kindness generously extended by my friend in giv-
ing time unable to be had from my Republican colleague.
I will take advantage of it now so as to be sure I get a few
minutes to speak on the embargo resolution even though no
right to support the resolution is to be given to Republican
Members by our side of the aisle.

I cannot understand why a suggestion was made to me on
the minority side when I asked for time to speak for the
resolution that I “must not believe what pacifists say.”
No pacifist has talked to me about this resolution, nor am I
a pacifist nor jingo. There is no purpose of pacifism here.
In fact, the claim is made by opponents of the resolution
that its passage means war. . There is, perhaps, a spirit
of jingoism among those who are constantly warning us of
these numerous dangers. Watch the men who discuss this
bill, here or elsewhere, to see whether or not that is an
influence behind it. Who are the munition dealers whom
this would affect and were they not partially responsible for
the sinking of the Lusitania? I agree as to the horror of
that great tragedy. But how did it occur; for it was a first
step toward war. What was in the manifest of the Lusi-
tania? Munitions of war, I have understood. When the
Lusitania went down then every jingo wanted us to go to
war. Why? Because the Lusitanigz was sunk in the war
zone with American citizens upon it; but it also carried
munitions of war. It is to avoid another like tragedy, so far
as possible, that I would support this munitions embargo
bill. I would prevent, so far as possible, any occurrence of
that kind again by granting prior embargo action to a
Republican or a Democratic President then in office, no
matter who he might be.

Mr. MARTIN of Oregon.

Mr. FREAR. I yield.

Mr. MARTIN of Oregon. Did the gentleman approve a
program during the war that would have denied our fur-
nishing munitions to the Allies?

Will the gentleman yield?
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Mr. FREAR. I thank the gentleman for that inquiry. I
shall be glad to respond. The money we loaned our Euro-
pean Allies and $11,000,000,000, substantially, was spent in
this country to pay American manufacturers of munitions,
and to other Americans who furnished war supplies. The
United States paid American manufacturers who provided
munitions for the Allies. [Applause.]

Why not to Germany or the Central Powers? Only be-
cause American manufacturers could not get their muni-
tions through the war zone prior to our participation.
There is no sentiment in their business. When we loaned
the Allies $11,000,000,000, whatever proportion the exact
amount paid to American manufacturers may have been
it was primarily to include payments due by the Allies for
these munition purchases from Americans.

This Government thus financed American munition manu-
facturers and others furnishing war supplies, agencies that
had helped provoke our participation in the war. That I
would avoid in the future.
thMg MARTIN of Oregon. Will the gentleman yield fur-

er?

Mr. FREAR. Yes; I yield.

Mr. MARTIN of Oregon. I suppose the gentleman would
now prefer to pay tribute to Germany?

Mr. FREAR. Let me say, General, as I said before, jingo-
ism so argued for our entry into war. You will find it urged
on us, no matter who is the aggressor. It urges us to get into
wars and argues that the Japanese or Germans or Russians
will get us if we keep out. I voted against our entrance into
the war. I voted with some of the leading men then here,
with Claude Kitchin, leader on your side of the aisle. Also
General Sherwood who had risen from a private to a general-
ship during the Civil War, with 44 battles to his credit.
Other _equally strong men were among those so voting
against our entry into the European war. I have never been
ashamed of nor have I apologized for that vote to this date.
[Applause.] .

I saw a President of the United States stand there, at the
Clerk’s desk reading his message. He made a statement to
us that compelled many Members of Congress to vote for a
declaration of war. It has a bearing on this resolution be-
cause it was the President of the United States who delivered
that message to Congress. You say you are not going to
give him that power by this resolution to declare an arms
embargo. A President has that power today; not under the
Constitution but by his own act and high place he can
compel Congress to declare war. A President’s power is
supreme during war hysteria.

Mr. STUDLEY. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FREAR. Yes; I yield.

Mr. STUDLEY. I understood the gentleman to say the
Lusitania had munitions of war aboard?

Mr, FREAR. Yes.

Mr. STUDLEY. By what authority does the gentleman
make that statement?

Mr. FREAR. That was disclosed afterward by the mani-
fests which were published at the time or shortly after.

Mr. STUDLEY. What about the investigation that the
court made of that matter? r

Mr. FREAR. I am not going to spend time to discuss
that question here. The gentleman can take the floor in his
own right if he wishes, but if the Lusilania had munitions
of war and she was sunk, it was contended that that would
justify a declaration of war by the United States, because
she was acting pursuant to and under the protection of in-
ternational law. I would stop that practice so far as possible
by an embargo in advance. In fact, it was charged muni-
tion makers placed American seamen with their shipments
to provoke war.

The United States should not be injected into war be-
cause some munitions maker or some manufacturer of war
supplies sends a vessel into a war zone with Americans carry-
ing those supplies to belligerents, there to be sunk by sub-
marines. I care not whether German or English or what
submarines they may be that seek to destroy the munition
carrier, Why should that be a subject for war? Passage of
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this resolution, I believe, would prevent that threat, because
no President would willingly invite war for his people. Dur-
ing a war hysteria, when bombarded by propaganda, it is
then that Presidents and Congress yield to pressure.

Mr. COX. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FREAR. 1 yield.

Mr. COX. I am entirely in sympathy with the gentleman.

Mr. FREAR. I am glad to hear that.

Mr. COX. I should like to inquire if it would please the
gentleman to discuss the objections that are raised to the
adoption of the resolution; that is, that it confers unconsti-
tutional power upon the Executive, giving him the power
to enter into treaties, and so forth.

Mr. FREAR. That to my mind is a pure figure of speech.
The President of the United States today, not under the
Constitution but by his act, can place this country in a posi-
tion so that war is inevitable without any enabling act.
Every man who has been in this House during a declara-
tion of war knows that. For instance, his power is potent
now in time of peace. What did this House do with the last
bill passed today? Members stood here and complained
about the bill for refinancing agriculture; they denounced
the procedure, but they voted for a bill they could nof
amend, and this occurred today in time of peace.

Did you oppose the President’s hill today? The record
speaks for itself. What are we doing here day after day
with administration measures? Voting for them practically
unanimously. The country has placed the responsibility
with him, and we are supporting him. I am not criticizing
that action, but we are today following the President of
the United States and the administration as was done prior
to and during the war.

Is it possible that both Presidents Hoover and Roosevelt,
who urged passage of this resolution, are seeking mere
power when asking right to declare an arms embargo with
belligerents? Would they want war or would they not
rather seek to prevent war? Congress gave the President
power long ago to declare an embargo on arms with coun-
tries on this continent. That was cheerfully yielded him
by Congress. Why was it not dangerous then if dangerous
now?

It has been whispered, or rather shouted, that this
resolution is aimed at Japan. Japan is a familiar bogie
man to conjure by. It is also a frequent cry that Russia
and Communism are like menaces.

Jingo talk should be placed under’ padlock. If foreign
nations treat these constant crys of Members of Congress
seriously, it might be a cause for war, but I believe those
governments correctly apprize cause and effect. According
to these new warnings of a Japan threat, every Member vot-
ing for this resolution is also seeking to throw us into the
League of Nations and the World Court when we give Presi-
dents power to declare an arms embargo against belligerents.
If so, then Presidents Hoover and Roosevelt were and are
trying surreptitiously to lead Congress and the country down
a blind alley with this munition embargo bill.

I leave to others who wish to follow such leadership and
such reasoning an excuse for voting against the resolution,
but a like law is now in force with South American coun-
tries. Other governments have that power, but President
Roosevelt after June or July would have to call Congress in
extra session again before he could declare an embargo
against profiteering munition owners, or they might get us
into war again. The President could prevent shipments to
South American belligerents by law, but when he said to
munition makers, “ Keep clear of European belligerents ”,
he would be committing a warlike act. We can best avoid
European and Asiatic complications by steering clear of
them before it is too late.

I concede many Members may, without prejudice, question
this embargo resolution as drawn, but I should prefer to
trust a President with partial or complete embargo powers
rather than existing unrestricted license had by munitions
dealers.

Mr. Speaker, from information received which I believe to
be authentic, our colleague, Mr. FisH, now in control of time
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on the Republican side, a House military and diplomatic

expert of known ability, offered a joint resolution in the
House on January 7, 1928, declaring against shipment of

munitions to any country excepting American countries in

:.;hlch the United States exercises extraterritorial jurisdic-
on.

That resolution was not adopted; otherwise war, it is
alleged, might have ensued with some of the many countries
against which we are warned, if like power is given to the
President. I am now only quoting arguments advanced
against the pending arms embargo resolution.

Quoting from a speech in the House by our colleague Mr.
FisH, a recognized military and diplomatic authority, I note
he said: :

If we continue the policy of exporting munlitions of war, we will
be doing more to bring the United States into another war than
anything we can do at the present time.

In that general purpose I am sure the House finds much to
agree and trusts the present resolution may be enlarged on
motion of our friend and colleague to include all countries
and thus prevent any such catastrophe.

As a diplomatic adviser of the House due fto his present
high place on the Foreign Affairs Committee, I find our
colleague and friend Mr. Fisg quoted before the League of
Women Voters as saying:

There is one solution to the peace problem; I belleve that the
entrance of the United States into the World Court would be a step
in that direction. .

Personally I have not reached that entangling-foreign-
alliance view, although am willing to be shown any error in
judgment, and in like manner I have not reached a conclu-

sion expressed by my friend and colleague Mr. FisH, who is -

further quoted as saying:

I belleve myself in the prineciples of the League of Natlons at this
time and I believe in the future we should go into the League
with reservations.

Sharing a bewilderment that comes to my colleagues, I
leave that phase of a subject hard to harmonize or under-
stand with other views expressed as is the Einstein puzzle.
More recently our esteemed colleague and friend, as a con-
stitutional adviser and acting for the Congress of which he
like ourselves is a Member, was quoted in the press declaring
war on President Machado of Cuba to take effect “ within a
week or 10 days.”

To those opposed to such threats of violence by our friend
and colleague Mr. Fism it may be suggested published
Teasons given are—

I cannot see the use of sending notes to Japan about Manchuria

where we have only a few million dollars invested and saying
nothing about Cuba where Americans own three quarters of the

property—

And further—

There is just one thing to do; send a strong ambassador to Cuba
and have him Inform President Machado that he must step
aside for a provisional president.

Not because of the 4,000 Cubans apparently, but because
of American banks that own three fourths of Cuban property.

That reason in part was urged for our entrance into the
World War and drafting of 4,000,000 men to fight in France
rather than the reason then expressed to save the world
for democracy or wage a “war to end wars.” American
investments are not above making such demands, but get-
ting back to the arms-embargo resolution before us, it
discloses influences that not alone impel us to control the
affairs of Cuba but to meddle with the affairs of both
European and Asiatic countries, usually to our own disad-
vantage and great injury.

That my resolution to refuse conscription of American
boys to fight European battles is not deserving credit for
originality I quote from a speech made by me January 19 of
last year: 4

Congressman Britten, at present a leading member of the
Naval Committee, page 297, April 5, 1917, offered an amendment
to the declaration of war as follows:

* Provided, however, That no part of the military forces of the
United States shall be ordered to do land duty In any part of
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Europe, Asia, or Africa until so directed by Congress, axceptlng
those troops who specifically volunteer for such service.”

In that same speech I quote further—

Among many impressive words in debate on that same day, I
quote from Representative Sherwood (Democrat), a lovable man
who enlisted in the Civil War as a private. He was in 42 engage-
ments and battles; promoted repeatedly for bravery, and finally
was mustered out of that war with a brilliant record second to
none, as a brigadier general.

No more courageous man ever represented his countrymen in
Congress. He said on page 335, April 5:

*“I cannot keep faith with my people by voting for this war
resolution in its present form. I will vote for it if the provision
to authorize an army to be sent across the Atlantic to participate
in this European conflict is stricken out.”

These two men voiced the same sentiments I have tried
to put in legislative form by House Joint Resolution 125
that by constitutional provision would prevent the Army
staff or any other agency from conscripting American boys
to fight any more European battles. That resolution I
desire to discuss more at length.

Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield to me
to pursue the inquiry?

Mr. FREAR. Certainly.

Mr. COX. I take it the gentleman does not construe the
power sought to be vested in the President to cooperate to
mean power to enter into an alliance or to make a freaty
without the consent of the Congress.

Mr. FREAR. Oh, surely not. That is provided by the
Constitution, of course, but the Constitution also states that
Congress shall declare war. Anyone who sat here in April
1917 knows we declared war immediately after the Presi-
dent’s message was delivered to this House, and because of
that message. His message informed Congress that Ameri-
can citizens were sunk on the Susser when they were in the
war zone, and naturally every American was indignant if
that was a fact, but Secretary Lansing in a letter read just
prior to the war declaration said to Congress a mistake
had been made, innocently, of course, and that no lives were
lost on the Sussex or Evelyn, yet that charge, made by the
President, was one of the things that pressed us into war
during 1917.

THE BEST WAY TO AVOID WAR

Mr. Speaker, it seems to me that the best way to keep
out of war is not to permit American citizens to be drafted
to fight European battles. I have made that proposal on
the floor of the House repeatedly, and am glad to make it
again, and shall make it whenever opportunity arises. The
best way to keep out of war is not to permit American
citizens to be drafted to fight European battles. A second
prevention is to require the American people, mothers and
fathers, and boys now drafted, to vote on the question of
whether we should be thrown into another foreign war,
I have again infroduced resolutions, pending in the House
at the present time, to accomplish this purpose, and will
refer to them later in this discussion. Every mother will
agree to that right, and every father will agree who has an
interest in his son. Those who are drafted to fight in
Europe have no voice now in that decision. They would
all fight against invasion but many would protest against
fighting in another “war to end wars.” Let me say my
father served 314 years in the Civil War. My son served
in the last war with the Thirty-second, at the front. A
company I once organized served in the last war with the
Thirty-second Division and lost 88 men killed or died in
France. I raised a provisional company for the Spanish-
American War and personally served 16 years in the Regular
Army and National Guard. So I am not a pacifist nor am
I a jingo, but against needless war. I resent anyone's say-
ing that to declare an embargo against greedy munitions-
manufacturers means war or else pacifism. They should
take either one or the other position, not both. I believe in
peace.

A few Members of Congress went overseas, but not 2
percent went to war; most of the remaining 98 per cent sat
here in peace and aided the President in conducting op-
erations, as you do today in time of peace. What the Presi-
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dent said went with us, for once in war you have got to
win; you have no other choice. That is what we did in
1917 and 1918. That is what Congress will do in any and
every war. Less than 2 percent of the 530 Members will do
any fighting, yet we are asked to protect our constitutional
right to declare war or to declare an embargo against arms’
shipment. We do not control either right in time of war.

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FREAR. I yield.

Mr. RICH. Would not the gentleman think it right and
proper that we have an embargo on arms to all nations
regardless of whether it might be the idea of the President
that we contribute arms to one particular nation?

Mr. FREAR. Surely, just the same as I believe in this
resolution I hold in my hand. We have that right in exist-
ing law except that we confine it to the Americas. I would
make it apply to any and all belligerents engaged in war.
Why not? [Applause.]

Mr. Speaker, the committee report on this resolution
granting to the President power to declare an embargo
recites that President Hoover asked for the same legislation
now urged by President Roosevelt. I refuse to believe if
should be made a party matter or that the minority report
alleges any reasonable ground for refusal to grant that
power to the President.

Proposal to give the President of the United States power
to declare an embargo on shipments of munitions to any
government is challenged by members of the committee be-
cause “ it enables a President to involve us in war.”

Let me say again that although the Constitution provides
Congress declares war, history shows Congress generally is
swept into war by propaganda and presidential action. War
may be provoked by blundering military, naval, or by an
undiplomatic diplomacy. Fool Americans traveling in
danger zones, demanding unwarranted protection, uttering
bombastic boasts, may all provoke war; failure to give safe
protection to foreigners in our own country brings war
threats.

Shippers of munitions and war supplies on the Lusitania
or other ships sent to one of the belligerents invited destruc-
tion in the war zone. That could be avoided by a presiden-
tial embargo order made before war hysteria seizes the
propaganda agencies.

JINGOES ARE IN EVERY COUNTRY

War parties in France, Italy, Russia, Germany, or the
United States are afraid of peace or pacifism. They are
usually set for war and so are all the profiteers and Army
and Navy officers who may be in position to profit in place
or purse through war. A presidential power to declare an
embargo is only one step against war. Neither Presidents
nor Congress can or will withstand modern propaganda of
radio, movies, and personal lobbies that profit from wars,
for all the horrors of war are forgotten or glossed over by
these agencies that sound war’s praises and glories.

Speaking for a large army of blind, crippled, and gassed
veterans from European battlefields gathered at a Geneva
peace disarmament conference, they said they represented
8,000 wrecks of manhood at that peace conference. They
also represented 12,000,000 killed, who died all praying in the
name of the same God for their country’s victory before
their untimely deaths. The dead are now voiceless; the
25,000,000 others who suffered casualties are scattered
throughout the world, objects of pity and sympathy; many
millions of bereft mothers and countless millions of rela-
tives are all joined in opposition to wars and further bar-
barism. These men so scattered know what war meant.
Those who shout for it and those who play the war game
for profit do not know, and those who ignore veterans' just
claims on their Government’s bounty do not care.

A cut of $400,000,000 in veterans’ aid and half as much
from pay cuts of hundreds of thousands of Government em-
ployees is accompanied by a demand for an American * parity
navy ” to cost upward of a billion dollars, of which $230,-
000,000 is demanded by the Navy League and Navy lobby in
1933. Surely that will be viewed as a threat for war by
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warlike nations, but no protest arises from the munition-
makers who profess to be scared stiff over a President’s
power to declare an arms embargo. Jingoism is found in
other countries as well as ours.

Remember the United States last year (1932) spent for
its present alleged antiquated, obsolete, third-power Navy,
so estimated accarding to our own naval experts, a total
of 50 percent in excess of all the combined naval expenses
of England, France, and Italy, according to the World
Almanac. England spent $50,476,000, France $94,823,000,
and Italy $80,947,000, while we spent $353,000,000 for our
own Navy. If naval experts are right, then a courtmartial
should be called to know what we have received from these
experts, since the World War, in exchange for over $5,000,-
000,000 collected from American taxpayers for war pur-
poses, not including over 10 billion more spent for war in-
terest and hospitalization of veterans during that peace
period for wars, past or future.

If these war experts are trustworthy and another extra
billion is now needed for a parity navy, the courtmartial
should further find why that money was not more properly
spent for national defense in airplanes that can sink $40,-
000,000 battleships, which did not dare leave their harbors
during the last war through submarine threats.

No flimsy excuse about presidential embargo powers should
affect Congress, but modern defense methods and weapons
are demanded with a positive demand to avoid needless wars
that Congress cannot prevent.

PEACE BROUGHT BY GUNS AND FEAE NOT PEEMANENT

If afraid to trust the President, then we should be afraid
to trust a Congress that will follow his directions for war.
A real remedy against war les in the hands of Congress—a
remedy that will stop needless wars, certain to come unless
such a remedy is adopted.

European jealousies, enmities, and century-old national
rivalries prevent any of these governments from inviting
confidence of their neighboring governments. This results
in heavy war clouds constantly hovering over that war-
stricken part of the world. Americans pride themselves
that Europe believes our constant assurances of friendship
and efforts toward international peace that covets neither
world power nor territory.

That world has equal knowledge, while we are demand-
ing reduction of armaments, urging peace convocations, and
talking humanitarianism, that our war exports and advisers
have their hands on the gun called a * parity navy”, the
most expensive and extravagant in the world. With one
voice we say the world should forgive all their debtors and
enemies, but we should be permitted to choose our allies
when desired in again making the world safe for democracy
and to fight another war to end wars.

One way to invite confidence in America’s sincerity is by
both acting and practicing peace. A high hurdle against
war will invite international confidence by passing my reso-
lution to permit the people to vote on war and refuse draft-
ing American youth to settle Europe’s wars. That act will
mean more fo Europe than all the empty promises and
phrasing we put forth with assumed belief it carries weight
to diplomats who distinguish acts from words.

HOW WE CAN FREVENT WAR

Mr. Speaker, for three consecutive sessions I have intro-
duced House Joint Resolution 125 in substantially the form
here discussed. If adopted, it will do more to keep this
country out of foreign entanglements, as counseled by
Washington, than all international peace meetings and
Kellogg peace treaties combined.

Subject to the supreme right to repel invasion, I again
submit a proposed antiwar amendment to the Constitution
with a belief it will prevent wars certain otherwise to engulf
us. Joint Resolution 125 in substance is as follows:

Congress shall have power to declare war only after the proposi-
tion shall have been submitted by the President to the several
States and requests made of their governors to hold speclal elec-
tions on not less than 30 days' notice. A majority vote for war in

a majority of said States shall first be cast before Congress declares
War.
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This amendment shall not be construed to prevent the President
from using the Army and Navy by its Commander in Chief when-
ever deemed necessary to suppress insurrections or invasions.

The right of the people to be secure in their persons shall not
be jeopardized by conscription or forced military service abroad,
but when public safety demands Ci may so provide for serv-
ice on the North American Continent but in no other place.

One provision of the resolution provides a majority of
States must first affirmatively declare for war, and the sec-
ond prevents conscription for foreign service during another
war. Presidents who bring about situations that in the past
have forced Congress to declare war should be without power
to prosecute another foreign war. Every world expert ad-
vises our country is alone the most favorably situated to
repel invasion and avoid war,

WAR IGNORES LAWS AND CONSTITUTIONS

John Bassett Moore, former Counsellor of the State De-
partment, is quoted as saying a declaration by the President
of an arms embargo against a foreign government “ would
permit the President to carry us into war without the pre-
requisite of Congress.” The President can create and in the
past has caused a situation that compels Congress to declare
war. That fact is not open to successful controversy. He
can do so if he so decides.

Congress is no more a free agent during war’s hysteria,
promoted by wild propaganda, than is a President. Any
President who would precipitate a war by an embargo decla-
ration in like manner would involve us in war by securing a
declaration of war from Cengress, easy to bring about. The
balance wheel is not found in a President or Congress, but
with the many millions who must fight and pay. If they
decide for a foreign war, then they will bear the burden.

Under the existing National Defense Act plans for mo-
bilizing man power assumes that Congress will adopt a
“ selective draft” act immediately on the declaration of
* a national emergency "—war. The draft act of the Army
staff provides for 11,000,000 men between the ages of
21 and 30, from which number 4,000,000 will constitute
“class 1” during the first 12 months of a “ major conflict.”

Should the “emergency "—war—continue, additional re-
cruits would be drawn from 800,000 young men reaching
age of registration each year. The foregoing condensed
plan has been worked out by the Army staff to use in addi-
tion to the Regular Army and National Guard heretofore
relied upon for war. Our efforts to settle disputes in Eu-
rope, Asia, and other countries will require a constant sup-
ply of 800,000 young men annually after an “ emergency ”
occurs in addition to the 4,000,000 drafted men and Regular
Army and Navy. That picture may be alluring to the Army
staff that loves power—and I have no personal feeling
against the staff that finds many critics among experts—
but the picture to 800,000 youth of the country drafted to
fight each year may not be so attractive.

In case of invasion or insurrection universal war service
would be demanded, but absolute power exercised by our
military superior, Army staff, when in war is additional rea-
son for war prevention.

Before assuming again to make the “world safe for
democracy ” why not make our own democracy safe by per-
mitting it to determine when the American people will shed
their blood for foreign governments, whether monarchies,
democracies, or dictatorships. Rights to protect from inva-
sion by foreign foes or suppress insurrection are with the
President under the Constitution. As Commander in Chief
he can prevent invasion.

POLITICAL PLATFORMS AND WAR

I remember the campaign that resulted in the reelection
of President Wilson “ because he kept us out of war.” That
was the verdict of the American people more plainly ex-
pressed than by any political party declaration. The Demo-
cratic 1916 platform said:

We hold that it is the duty of the United States to use its
power not only to make itself safe at home but also to make
secure its just interests throughout the world, and both for this

end and in the interest of humanity to assist the world in secur-
ing settled peace and justice.

Empty words, as we now know.
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The Republican 1916 platform sounded its peace slogan:

We desire peace, the ce of justice and right, and believe in
maintaining a strict and honest neutrality between the belliger-
ents in the Great War in Europe. * * * We believe in the
pacific settlement of internatienal disputes and favor the estab-
lishment of a world court for that purpose.

Again, empty words.

Two great party conventions so declared prior to that
election. The Democratic candidate was reelected “ because
he kept us out of war.” Within 6 months from the time of
his reelection we were in war. It was claimed that Theodore
Roosevelt would have moved for war a year before.

As T stated at the outset, President Wilson’s reasons for
waging war were incorrect in fact. His message to Con-
gress said:

Let me remind the Congress that on the 18th of April (1916)
last in view of the sinking on the 24th of March the steamer
Susser by a German submarine, without summons or warning,
and the consequent loss of lives of several citizens of the United
Btates who were passengers—

I quote from a letter read in the House by Congressman
Cooper of my State 10 days before the declaration of war
was passed in reply to the Susser incident:

You are informed that no American citizens lost their lives on

the Susser and Evelyn., Very sincerely yours, Robert Lansing,
Secretary of State,

No foolhardy American passengers, though taking chances
in the war zone, were lost, but even so, it was no reason for
the war that followed.

A President, however, was mistaken, he was misinformed
and so was Congress; hysteria controlled and war was de-
clared. That same situation will again occur for hysieria
always controls. Presumably 80 percent of our people were
opposed to war and they are now, for war seemed further
away in 1916 than it does in 1933, but that 80 percent had
no voiee in the declaration of war.

Back on December 7, 1930, I said to the House:

Buspicion, fear, and hate are rampant in Europe today. I
have recently visited nearly every country engaged in the World
War from Turkey, Greece, Austria, Yugoslavia, and Italy to Hun-
gary, Poland, and Finland with fairly long stays also in France,
Germany, and Russia.

Following the World War the Treaty of Versailles with its
carvings of territory taken from Turkey, Germany, Austria, and
Russia furnished fuel for endless wars in the future. A half
century is only a day in history and the map of Europe again
will be ¢ ed. Eleven years after the armistice President Hoover
declares that soldiers now under arms in active reserves number
nearly 30,000,000, or 50 percent increase during peace times,
These figures spell war, not peace. That was the picture then.

HOW WE “ MADE THE WORLD SAFE FOR DEMOCRACY ”

While “ making the world safe for democracy ” in 1918 we
helped place Stalin, autocratic dictator of Russia, in control
of 150,000,000 people. We helped Pilsudski, the Polish war
general and dictator, to control Poland; so, too, with Musso-
lini in Italy, Hitler in Germany, and Rivera in Spain, all
raised to high places by our efforts to *“ make the world safe
for democracy.” Three fourths of Europe, under dictators,
is now ruled by force. Nearly every Central and South
American government, with Cuba, is under dictatorship also
ruling by force these democracies.

Japan, once a member, is rated by the League of Nations
as an outlaw among nations. We are not a part of that
League nor likely to be. Hitler now challenges the former
European allies. Greece, Hungary, Austria, Rumania, Yugo-
slavia, the exploded powder magazine of Europe in 1914,
again sputters. Our Army and Navy experts urge large in-
creases in armaments to meet imaginary but potential foes.
Peace is making slow progress by present plans.

Gen. William Mitchell, in command of 1,500 planes of all
the Allies at the Battle of St. Mihiel, was a witness on March
30 this year before a Senate committee. Our Rip Van
Winkle national defense was derided and he declared one de-
partment could handle all war activities with a saving of
$250,000,000 annually. Planes and Zeppelins flying 6,000
miles, carrying enormous bombs, he asserted, are of more
value than all reconstructed battleships and “ parity navies ”
combined for offense and defense. In this he differs from

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

APRIL 13

some antiquated experts, as useless as their prized obsolete
battleships.

Every navy yard and admiral would oppose any such sane
proposal. General Mitchell's prediction of war with Japan
only evidences views held by other military men, so the peo-
ple who fight and pay should first decide when that war or
any war is to come, and if so with whom.

As chairman of the Congressional Aviation Committee in-
vestigation in 1819, I examined General Mitchell, Ricken-
backer, General Patrick, General Squires, and other world-
famous American aviators. We spent a half billion dollars
during the World War for battle planes and received none.
I believe the world is with Mitchell, that battle planes,
bombs, and gas are worth more for offense and defense in
war than a hundred battleships and cruisers locked up in
harbors. A thousand fighting planes would give protection
to America and could be built for the cost of several useless
battleships, now on the parity program of experts.

OUR ‘' PREPAREDNESS *’' PROGRAM

It is an old slogan, “In time of peace prepare for war.”
That England did, that Germany did, that France did, that
Russia did. All prepared back in 1914 for war, and all,
whether victors or vanquished, were worse off after that
war. It were better first following General Mitchell's pre-
paredness advice that every effort at arbitration be had
before we again indulge in war. Hair-trigger war declara-
tions mean disaster to all parties. Without danger from
foreign invasion, strong and powerful in our own field of
action, we are weak and powerless under existing constitu-
tional powers when resting our cause and fortunes with any
Congress or any President surrounded by American methods
of propaganda.

Switzerland, Holland, Denmark, Norway, Sweden, Spain,
and Portugal for 5 years refused to join their people and
property in wide-spread World War losses around them.
Why did we join in that war? These countries surrounding
the belligerents kept out. We were 3,000 miles away, but
we got in. War profiteers gained; who else?

Let century-old enmities abroad settle their own differ-
ences in their own way, prevented, if possible, by our help-
ful advice, but let the Government of Washington and Lin-
coln, made up of the people from every nation of Europe and
the Orient, remember that ours is the great melting pot and
refuse again to divide our people or destroy their solidarity
by another foreign war.

Let us help the world to maintain peace, not war, and as
a guaranty of that peace send back to our people first of
all the decision for peace or war before the die is cast. That
is provided by the resolution I have submitted.

As before stated, I voted against our entrance into the
European World War. General Sherwood, hero of more than
40 battles, Leader Kitchin, and others in that Congress so
voted. Appeals to patriotism and national honor, voiced by
selfish interests, hysterical propaganda, aroused vigorous
protests against that vote. Misrepresentation of facts un-
verified and impossible to expose and a backfire from home
States and districts difficult to visualize or comprehend
occurred then and will occur again with any Congress that
refuses to yield to war propaganda.

Innocent agencies were misled by that propaganda. Every
munition maker, every military and naval officer, with rare
exceptions, every navy yard and Army post center, every
potential or actual profiteer interested in camp sites, in
clothing, food, and war supplies was on the job. Every
international banker with financial interests at stake aroused
our banks to wire Members to stand by the “Army Staff ”,
but no word came from the boys back home who were to
do the fighting—the “ veterans” of today.

They did not know that war so precipitated was to change
life’s course of several millions of our American youth.
Some were immature lads thrown into a war “to end wars.”
Mothers, thousands of them, frantically protested against
war, but they were far distant and their voices were smoth-
ered by propaganda reciting to Congress horrible, but untrue,
tales of inhumanity practiced by foreign soldiers whose
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greatest fault we later learned lay in fighting for their own
mother country and in praying to the same God for victory
to their arms.

Vast sums of money from Northeliff and others, as I have
before recited, fomented propaganda which threw us into
that war. For a century Americans were taught to twist the
British lion’s tail. Northcliff’s propaganda on Belgian hor-
rors twisted the twisters. The majority of our people held no
personal grievance against Germans nor English for the
alleged American lives and property recklessly risked in the
war zone, but once Congress spoke we were in war and
thereafter had to win.

MORE WARS CERTAIN TO COME

Mr. Speaker, another war is in the making. Cumulative
evidence has been laid before the House repeatedly that
foreign diplomats, dictators, and other “rulers” are strug-
gling to maintain their seats on safety valves, but whether
the next foe be England or France or Germany or Italy or
Russia or Japan or some other world power, the forgotten
man, carrying the gun and hand grenade or handling the
machine gun, tank, or plane does not know and is without
voice to decide. He will be told who to fight and how, not
why. Tennyson described the man in the ranks when he
wrote—

Theirs not to reason why,
Theirs but to do and die.

Flag waving, flashing swords, and other demonstrations
are for the man wearing shoulder straps or thoughtless
youths and blustering civilians but not for men who do the
fighting.

Without pride, but to give some faint knowledge of the
subject discussed, I repeat as one whose direct ancestor was
killed leading his ccmpany in battle during the Revolution
and members of whose family were in the Mexican, Civil,
and World Wars, I have rather definite understanding of
that end of the game. Five years’ service in the Regular
Army and 11 years' additional in the State National Guard
gave further understanding of the real picture not ob-
scured by fantastic tales of military glory by those unfa-
miliar with the other game behind the scenes or by Members
persuaded by propaganda to declare war. Even generals
and Army staff officers many miles behind the lines in
fighting rarely are heard to protest against war.

The company I organized long years ago returned from
the Spanish-American War, reporting several dead and miss-
ing, but many were weakened by fever, embalmed beef, and
other accompaniments of that brief Cuban campaign.
That same company later returned from the World War re-
porting 88 men killed or died in Prance, and of the Thirty-
Second Division, composed of Wisconsin and Michigan vol-
unteers, over 13,000 casualties occurred during that war.

WAR'S WASTE IS BEYOND MEASURE

As a member of the committee of 15 appointed by the
House in 1919 to investigate war waste and frauds, I had
definite knowledge of what it means to wage war. Before
me are a dozen large volumes, containing from 15,000 to
20,000 pages with recitals of wasted funds through “ cost
plus” and other profiteering contracts and schemes that
portray a picture of greed and selfishness mingled with
other pages of useless, but presumably honest experimenta-
tion of war machines. A proposal to take the profits out of
war is as impossible as to restrain waste and cupidity during
war.

Again, as chairman of subcommittee no. 1, investigating
airplane expenditures and experiments, I quote briefly a
single question and answer, illuminating as to results ob-
tained:

Mr. FrEar. We did not during the whole period of the war get a
single fighting machine or bombing plane to the front?

Secretary of War Baxer. Not a fighting machine or a bomber of
American make.

Of $500,000,000 spent out of more than a billion dollars
appropriated for airplanes and air service during 19 months
of war, that was the result. We hired planes and experi-
mented, but that answer from the record is from the highest
authority. Railways with tunnels costing $100,000 per mile
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to carry wing beams for planes(?), as presented by the report,
did not produce a single carload. Excuses and explanations
to be urged during peace did not explain during war, wken
delay and failure meant lives of American boys in France.
That page is closed, but embalmed-beef exposures and fail-
ures of men in every war will be repeated until a peace-
loving people learn to avoid needless wars.

Men at the front served for a dollar a day in the mud
and frenches in that war. Brothers and neighbors back
home drew down from $5 to $10 a day in safety jobs while
a silk-shirted home brigade in every town found it difficult
to spend the sudden flood of funds received while working
in the “home” trenches. Fathers and mothers, after
months of worry and anxiety, were * compensated " with gold
stars in place of the youth nurtured, educated, and finally
snatched from the home without their consent for European
service. That occurred with my home-town company’s 88
dead in France.

The less said about war surroundings and travel oppor-
tunities the better, for everyone knows that hell is not alone
on the firing line with gas and shellfire but also in fighting
vermin, rain, mud, cold, sickness, hardships—all enemies
that men must meet and overcome if they survive. Other-
wise a gold star.

Another war will be worse for participants and helpless
noncombatants, men, women, and children, according to
experts. The World War was fought by 65,000,000, of which
number 8,543,515 were killed or died from among 37,499,386
casualties.

One estimate gives a total war cost of 23,000,000 human
lives and $200,000,000,000, as good a guess possibly as any.
Our own loss of $40,000,000,000 is one we will be paying
during many years yet to come and the debt to us from
grateful (?) Allies may never be paid nor was that service
appreciated. Congress once hooked and an army landed in
France and thrown into the breach, all else was forgotten.

We are now spending over 50 percent of our annual $4,000,-
000,000 Budget for past and future wars after 14 years have
elapsed since the armistice. Three quarters of a billion
dollars annually is being spent for our Army and Navy,
although parity with Great Britain is no more necessary
than parity with Iceland or Greenland.

It is brought about through constant pounding on Con-
gress by the Navy League and a $2,000 a month Shearer,
employed by the Hearst papers and other like agencies that
thrive on war and sensationalism.

I ask is it not just that in a democracy where the vote of
a mother or youth just of age is equal o that of the highest
official at the polls that those most concerned in peace or
war and who bear most heavily and proportionately the
physical and financial war burdens should have voice in the
necessity for war? Now they have none. No right to ex-
press their desires or protest against ®enforced foreign
service.

When Washington’s foreign entanglements were a warn-
ing fresh in American minds, it did not seem important to
the forgotten man in the ranks, but now when Congress
can be thrown into a paroxism of fear by radio, press, and
similar propaganda, with or without Executive influence,
some protection should be extended to the people whom
Washington's advice would protect.

ANOTHER FORGOTTEN PAGE OF WAR'S GLORY

Over half those presented for the selective draft and con-
scription, I have been informed, sought to escape war service,
offering either genuine or frivolous excuses, but they were
helpless and voiceless. Men were called cowards to care
to live, by those who were usually exempt from fighting be-
cause of age or disposition, yet the car of Juggernaut rolled
over all protests in order to form an army of 4,000,000 men
with which to help America's new-found Allies whip their
enemies in Europe and make the world safe for democracy
to be ruled by dictators.

Reasons were advanced to justify conscription as the only
way fto secure an army and the war that followed; but,
although our Government was supposedly among the victors
in war and presumably entitled to profits, glory, and glamor
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that goes to victors, none were realized; and, on the con-
trary, the average man on the street who shouted for war
in 1917 will say it was fought without sufficient cause or
results by the American people. More than that, the average
American of today who views these terrible war effects,
both to Allies and Central Powers, and our own enormous
losses, followed by the present disastrous depression and
practically wide-spread misery, would be the first to condemn
a Congress that votes another world war. Yet Congress
that surrenders in time of peace follows the President when
he says “ war ”; and he says “ war ” when propaganda often
mistaken for publi¢ sentiment says “ war.”

This embargo resolution, if enforced in time by a Presi-
dent, would help to prevent hysterical propaganda that ends
in war.

As I stated in the beginning, in this present depression
and emergency Members of both House and Senate, respond-
ing to a “ mandate from the people ”, have largely abdicated
functions of legislative government when we acgept and
pass bills which give to the President powers almost equal to
those of the average European dictator, not now to declare
war but to perform peace functions of government ordina-
rily a part of our parliamentary duties. I am not opposing
these recommendations because I have nothing better to
offer, but call attention to the situation presented as in-
dicative of what any and every “ war Congress” would do.
Congress will follow the Executive’s recommendation and
declare war, as it has always done.

If Congress yields its legislative duties to the President
in times of peace, is there anyone who fails to understand
what happened April 1917 when every Member was dra-
gooned and pounded unmercifully into an atmosphere of
war hysteria by propaganda demanding “stand by the
President.”

America, which sought to make the world safe for de-
mocracy and fought a war to end wars, failed to save any
European democracy, nor did we end wars or receive a foot
of territory or a dollar in remuneration for our losses. In
fact, all of our European debtors seemingly have joined in
an effort to repudiate their debts to us. Our own taxpayers
must stand any heavy additional burden of European debts
left unpaid in addition to our tremendous losses. Having
in mind its past abject surrender during a war hysteria and
present surrender to the Executive in peace legislation, will
Congress say that the people who fight and pay shall not
be the ones first to decide when war shall come?

I am submitting the resolution for your consideration
with this embargo resolution. I urge its passage because I
have lived to see a President and an American Congress
surrender to propagandists. The American people can do
no worse than Congress. They may be relied upon to do
better. Let those asked to fight foreign battles first vote
for war before we again make mistakes that may destroy
our own Government and a civilization built up by a
century and a half of progress, and as a partial preventa-
tive against war give to the President power to restrain
greedy profiteering munitions makers who otherwise provoke
war

Mr. RANSLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from New York [Mr. Fisul.

Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, there seems to be a consider-
able misunderstanding about the proposal before us. As a
matter of fact, I agree with a great deal of what the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin said. Unfortunately, the gentleman
from Wisconsin is not familiar with what has occurred in
the Committee on Foreign Affairs for the last year or so
and does not know that many of us go just as far as he does
and want an embargo, or multilateral treaty, to prevent the
shipment and sale of munitions of war fo all nations, such
as the Briand-Kellogg Pact renouncing war as an instru-
ment of national policy except for defense. He has the idea
that those of us who are opposing the pending arms embargo
are supporting the munition makers.

I have for years practically led the fight here trying to
place embargoes on all munitions of war. I go so far as
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to favor taking over the munition factories and having them
owned by the Government. [Applause.]

The gentleman who last spoke did not quite realize that
this resolution gives the power to the President of the United
States to pick out the aggressor nation and to declare an
embargo in cooperation with other nations against one na-
tion whom he thinks is the aggressor. I say to you in good
faith that this is not a partisan issue. I opposed it under
the last administration when recommended by President
Hoover and the Republican Secretary of State.

This arms embargo is an utterly novel, warlike, dangerous,
and revolutionary proposal, the most dangerous proposal
that has been presented to the House of Representatives in
the 12 years I have been here, and those of my friends who
have served with me that long know that as a veteran of the
World War I loathe and abhor war and that I have sup-
ported the EKellogg-Briand Pact and conferences to limit
armaments. My opposition to this resolution is based on
the fact that I am convinced—most sincerely convinced—
that this is not an act of peace but is an act of war; that it
leads directly to war and, if applied to European nations or
to the Far East, will drag us into every foreign war.

Against whom is this resolution aimed? Why the
emergency? Why the rush? It is self-evident to every
American, no matter what the State Department says. Let
us tear off the veil and present the facts to the American
public. In doing so we must first present the facts to the
represe